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DECLARATI ON FOR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Yeonman Creek Landfill
Waukegan, Illinois

STATEMENT CF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent represents the selected Final Renedial Action for the Yeonan Creek Landfill Site in
Waukegan, Illinois. This action was chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conmpensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Arendnents and Reaut horization
Act of 1986 (SARA), and to the extent practicable, with the National G| and Hazardous Substances Contingency
Plan (NCP). The decisions contained herein are based on information contained in the admnistrative record
for this site.

The State of Illinois concurs with the selected renedy. The concurrence letter is attached to this
Decl ar ati on.

ASSESSMENT OF THE REMEDY

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe site, if not addressed by inplenmenting the
response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an immnent and substanti al
endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE REMEDY

This remedy is intended to be the final action for this site. This final action includes containment of
landfilled wastes, excavation and on-site contai nment of contam nated soils and sedinments, collection and
treatnment of |eachate entering Yeoman Creek, and recovery and treatment of landfill gases. This final
action addresses the following mgration pathways fromthe Site: rel eases of |eachate to ground water,
surface water, surface sedinents, and wetlands; and rel ease of landfill gases to air w thin adjacent

buil dings and to the anbient air.

The naj or conponents of the sel ected renedy include:

- construction of a new cover over the landfill to mnimnze
infiltration of precipitation through the landfill,
consisting of the followi ng conponents: a 3 foot frost
protection layer including a top vegetated | ayer;

- a geosynthetic drainage | ayer overlain by a protective
geonet providing a hydraulic conductivity of 28 cnisec, a
barrier |ayer consisting of a 3 feet Conpacted C ay Liner
which nmeets Illinois Solid Waste Landfill closure standards,
or an equivalent primary barrier |ayer such as a prinmary
barrier |ayer consisting of a 40 nil very |ow density
pol yethyl ene liner (or equivalent), a secondary barrier
| ayer consisting of a Geosynthetic day Liner or a Conpacted
Clay Liner which neets Illinois Solid Waste Landfill closure
regul ations, a gas ventilation layer, and a grading |ayer to
provide a 2% sl ope after settlenent;

- inmplementation of a long termmonitoring systemwhich shall
include sanpling for |eachate/ground water al ong Yeonan
Creek, surface water and creek sedi nents, and | eachate
sanpling within the landfill. In the event action levels are
exceeded, post operation of the cap, construction and
operation of a |eachate collection systemw || be required.

If deternmined necessary, the | eachate collection system
woul d be constructed al ong both sides of Yeoman O eek

adj acent to the northern portion of the landfill to prevent
| eachat e and contam nated groundwater fromentering or



seeping into Yeoman Oreek along the northern portion of the landfill;

construction and operation of an active perinmeter landfill
gas collection and treatnent system

excavation and consolidation under the new cover of

contami nated sediments in Yeoman Creek and possibly of

limted wetland areas and non-wetl and soils that exceed

cleanup action levels defined in the Record of Decision Summary;

actions, including investigations, nodeling, alternative
eval uation, and inpl enmentation, necessary to conply with the
Il'linois Department of Transportation and Lake County Storm
Wat er Managenent Conmi ssion regul ati on of devel opnent within
fl oodways and flood plains, which may include: creation of
conpensatory storage for lost flood plain storage; use of
artificial channels conbined with detention facilities or
ot her technol ogies to naintain streamcapacity w thout
increasing the average velocity through the Site; excavation
of landfill wastes and soils at the Site out of the floodway
and flood plain and consolidation on-site for contai nnent
under the new Site cover; and approval of a variance or
variances fromthe floodway and flood plain regul ations by
the regul atory Agenci es;

Actions to minimze the destruction, |oss, or degradation of
wet | ands, including conpensation for wetlands that will be
|l ost or adversely affected by the selected renedial action

Encl osi ng Yeoman Creek in a corrugated steel sem -arch pipe,
as necessary for construction of the site cover

Rerouting and sealing stormdrains that go through the
Yeoman Creek and Edwards Creek portion of the landfill;

Continuation of interimneasures to address landfill gas
entry into buildings near the Site until the active gas
collection systemis installed and denmonstrated to be
effective, including nonitoring for landfill gas entry into
certain buildings north of the Site, and operation and
mai nt enance of the ventilation systemin a building north of
the Site;

Addi tional investigation to define the extent of ground
wat er contam nation, the extent of sedi nent excavation, the
extent of contam nated soil excavation, and baseline wetl and conditions

Long termnonitoring of ground water, surface water, surface
sedinents, and wetland conditions to verify the
effectiveness of the renedial action

I nposition of deed restrictions prohibiting future usage of
the Site for purposes that are inconsistent with the selected renedy;

i mpl ement ati on of access restrictions, including enclosing
the entire Site in a fence and posting warning signs.

Long term mai nt enance and post closure care

STATUTCORY DETERM NATI ONS

Thi s Final

applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements and is cost-effective

Renedi al Action is protective of human health and the environnent, conplies with Federal and State
The sel ected renedi a

action



utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies to the nmaxi mum extent practicable.
However, due to the |arge volune and heterogeneous distribution of waste at the Site, treatnment as a
principle element is not considered practicable at the Site. Thus, this renedy does not satisfy the
statutory preference for treatnment that reduces toxicity, nmobility, or volune as a principal

el ement. However, treatnent is a secondary element in that landfill gases will be treated resulting in
destruction of hazardous substances.

A review will be conducted to ensure that the renedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health
and the environnent within five years after commencenent of the renedial action.

<I MG SRC 0596308>
Dat e Val das V. Adankus
Regi onal Admi ni strat or



RECORD COF DECI SI ON SUMVARY
YEOMAN CREEK LANDFILL SITE, WAUKEGAN, ILLINOS
l. SI TE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Yeoman Creek Landfill (Landfill) Site (Site) is |ocated betwen Sunset Ave./CGolf Road on the north, Gen
Fl ora Avenue on the south, Lewi s Avenue on the west, and Wstern Avenue on the east, in the Gty of Waukegan
Illinois (see Figure 1). The landfilled area covers approxi mately 60 acres. The Site is

adj acent to a |large wetland, and residential and comerci al devel opnments, including single famly residences,
apartnent buil dings, a nursing hone, a doctor's office, a shopping center, and restaurants. Yeonman O eek
flows through the Site and into the Waukegan River 1.75 niles downstreamfromthe Site. The

Waukegan River flows into Lake M chigan approxinmately 2.25 niles downstreamfromthe Site

The landfill was largely constructed within wetlands and also within the flood plain of Yeoman Creek. The
landfill is still partially within the floodway and flood plain of Yeoman Creek. The landfill is fairly
shallow with an estinmated nmaxi numdepth of 19 feet. The total volunme of landfilled waste has been esti nated
to be over one nillion cubic yards.

The Site can be divided into two discontinuous portions. The portion north of the power lines and G eenwood
Avenue (see Figures 1 and 2) will be referred to as the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion of the Site, and the
portion south of the power lines and G eenwood Avenue will be referred to as the Edwards Field Landfil
portion of the Site. The Yeoman Creek landfill portion includes an estinated 49.2 acres of landfilled area,
and the Edwards Field Landfill portion includes an estimated 11.9 acres of landfilled area. These portions
of the Site had the sanme owner, operator, and operational procedures, as well as being in close proximty to
each ot her.

1. SI TE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES

The Site was operated as a nunicipal landfill from 1958 through 1969. The Edwards Field Landfill portion
operated as a landfill from 1958 through 1963, and the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion from 1962 through 1969.
Sore | andfilling al so occurred south of Edwards Field after 1962 and is considered part of the Site.

The Il1inois Environnmental Protection Agency (IEPA) inspected both portions of the landfill periodically
during the 1970s. EPA repeatedly reported viol ations of |EPA regul ations due to discharge of |eachate to
Yeoman Creek and inadequate cover thickness at the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion

As a result, IEPA eventually initiated an enforcenent action against the Gty of Waukegan. In 1981
addi ti onal cover was placed over the Yeoman Oreek Landfill portion, which generally provided a two foot cover
over the entire landfill. According to a draft |IEPA report, this action reduced the anount of |eachate

di scharge. Leachate discharges were also reported by | EPA for the Edwards Field portion of the Site prior to
1975.

From 1978 t hrough 1981, | EPA conducted a nore thorough investigation of the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion of
the Site (but not the Edwards Field portion), including conducting |eachate, ground water, surface water, and
stream sedi nent sanpling. The result of nost concern was that PCBs were detected in the | eachate, stream
sedi nent, and ground water. Later sanpling by U S. EPA during the 1980s confirned the detection of PCBs in
the stream sedi nents, and | eachate at the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion. Based on this information, U S EPA
added the Yeonan Creek Landfill Site to the National Priorities List, which

nade the Site eligible for a federally funded investigation and cleanup. Later it was realized that the
Edwards Field Landfill portion should be part of the Site since it is in the vicinity of the Yeoman Creek
Landfill portion, and had the sanme owner, operator, and operational procedures

US EPAidentified potentially responsible parties (PRPs) for the Site. In Decenber 1989, U S. EPA and | EPA
entered an Adnministrative Order by Consent (Order) with a nunmber of PRPs requiring the PRPs to conduct a
Remedi al Investigation/ Feasibility Study under U S. EPA and | EPA oversight, and to conduct certain interim
remedi al measures including i nplenenting erosion control measures and fencing the Site. U S. EPA had the
lead in providing oversight. The first action conpleted under this order was fencing the known | andfil
boundaries to restrict access, which was conpleted in 1990. Erosion control actions were also conmpleted in
1990.

The agreement between U. S. EPA and | EPA, and the PRPs was anmended in 1991 to add the Edwards Field area to
the Site. Subsequently, use of this area for baseball playing was discontinued and the area was enclosed in



a fence

Sanpling for the Remedial |nvestigation was conducted from 1991-1993. This included conducting soil borings

to define the extent of the landfill, a hydrogeol ogical investigation, ground water sanpling, surface water
sanpl i ng, sedinent sanpling, soil sanpling and landfill gas sanpling.
In Cctober 1992, landfill gas sanpling appeared to indicate that landfill gases were migrating off-site and

entering the basenent of an adjacent buil ding.

During 1993 and 1994, under an anendrment to the Order, PRPs
inmplenented interimmeasures to attenpt to address this
situation, including blocking gas entry through footing drains
and cracks in the floor, construction and operation of a basenent
ventilation system and regul ar nonitoring.

[ H GHLI GHTS OF COVWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

A ki ckoff meeting for the Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study was held in Cctober 1991. News rel eases

were provided to the public in August 1992 and Cctober 1992 regarding the detection of landfill gases
off-site and possibly entering an adjacent building. |In addition, an availability session was held
by U S. EPA regarding the landfill gas concerns and the general progress of the investigation in July 1993.

In July 1994, U.S. EPA net with officials fromthe Gty of Waukegan, the Waukegan Park District, and \Wukegan
School District #60, who are potentially responsible parties, to listen to their concerns.

The public participation requirenents of CERCLA section 113(k) (2) (B) (i-v) and 117 were addressed when a
Proposed Pl an was published by U S. EPA in May 1995. U S. EPA provided a public coment period on the
Proposed Plan from May 15, 1995 through July 15, 1995, and conducted a public meeting on the Proposed

Plan on June 1, 1995. U S. EPA also net again with officials fromthe Gty of Waukegan, the Waukegan Park
District and Waukegan School District #60 in August 1995. U S. EPA's response to the public coments
recei ved are sunmari zed in the attached Responsiveness Summary, which is part of this Record of Decision

V. SCCPE OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

Under the existing Order, interimnmeasures have al ready been taken to mtigate threats due to potential entry
of landfill gases into an adjacent building, to restrict access to the Site by construction of a fence around
the Site, and to stabilize the Site by inplenmentation of erosion control measures. The PRPs

have al so i nposed deed restrictions over nost of the Site property.

The purpose of this Record of Decision (ROD) is to select the final renedial actions for the Site. This
final remedy is a source control remedy, which contains or controls the landfill, contam nated soils and
sedinents fromthe landfill, and rel eases of |leachate and landfill gas fromthe landfill. The renedy
addresses all nedia and migration pathways that are considered to present an unacceptable risk, including
landfilled wastes; contanminated soil and sedinent; and rel eases to surface water, to anbient air, to air
within adjacent buildings, to ground water, to surface sedinents, and to wetl ands.

This remedy does not include treatnment that reduces toxicity, nobility, or volune as a principal elenent.

Because of the size of the landfill (over one nillion cubic yards), the costs for excavation and treatnent of
the entire landfill would be prohibitive. In addition, excavation and treatnment of the entire landfill would
entail significant public health and environnental risks. Therefore, alternatives for excavation and
treatnent of the entire landfill were not evaluated. Available infornation on the landfill operations

indicates that it would not be worthwhile to attenpt to | ocate concentrated areas of hazardous substance
di sposal (hot spots). Therefore, alternatives were not evaluated for |ocation and treatnent or renoval of
hot spots in the landfill. |In addition, because the anount of ground water contam nation is limted, the
remedy does not includes direct ground water treatnent.

V. SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

Based on information available to U S. EPA it appears that wastes deposited at the Site were predom nantly
typical, putrescible nunicipal solid wastes, but wastes fromindustrial and commercial facilities in the area
were al so disposed of at the Site. Information available to U S. EPA indicates that wastes fromindustrial
and commerci al sources included waste oil that was |ikely contam nated with high concentrations of

pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyls (PCBs), spent solvent, paint wastes, resin wastes, foundry sand, waste inks

uncured rubber, and auto and truck repair wastes.1 U S. EPA has no firmevidence that hazardous wastes as



defined by RCRA were disposed of at the Site. Sanples of the landfilled wastes were not collected, but

| eachate concentrations were well below the regulatory levels for hazardous substances by characteristic
under RCRA. Evidence fromdepositions of persons using and operating the landfill, indicate that hazardous
or drunmed wastes were not segregated on the Site, but were deposited and conpacted al ong with other wastes
that were being buried at the tine of disposal

The soil borings were conducted along the perineter of the landfill to determ ne the areal extent of the
landfilling. This investigation indicated that the landfilled area extends north of the expected property
boundaries al ong the north boundary of the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion, and south of the expected property
boundary of the Edwards Field Landfill portion (see Figure 2).

Borings were conducted to investigate the existing site cover characteristics. The existing cover is very
flat over alnost all of the Site. The cover is from2-4 feet thick, and generally consists of |ow plasticity
clays. Sanples of the cap produced | aboratory hydraulic conductivity values of from1.7 X 10-5 to 6.3 X 10-9
cm sec, although the site cover al so had desiccation cracks.

The hydrogeol ogi cal and ground water investigation included 32 borings and nonitoring wells into the outwash,
and two borings and nmonitoring wells into bedrock. The results indicate that the geology is conplex and
locally variable (see Figure 3 for a cross section). The shallow upper outwash unit is discontinuous at the
Site and may be only locally interconnected to the shallow ground

1 There is firmevidence that waste oil |ikely containing
hi gh concentrati ons of PCBs was di sposed of at the Yeoman O eek
Landfill portion of the Site, but firmevidence for disposal of
waste oil likely containing PCBs is not available for the Edwards
Field portion of the Site

water unit at the Site, which the Rermedial |nvestigation consultant designated as the fluviolacustrine unit.
A | ower outwash unit is continuous within the study area. The bedrock units are isolated fromthe shall ower
flow systens by nore than 30 feen of till. The shallow outwash, fluviolacustrine sands and

| ower outwash neet the requirenments for Cass | aquifers pursuant to 35 | AC 620

The hydrogeol ogi cal investigation showed that the landfill is connected to perneable portions of the shallow
ground water, that shall ow perneable formations are connected to the deeper outwash aquifer at the Site, and
that nost of the landfill |eachate either seeps into | ower outwash aquifer or into Yeoman Creek.

The shal l ow aquifer is discontinuous at the Site; so there may be little communication between the shall ow
aqui fer and the contamni nated shall ow ground water at the Site. The flow direction in the shallow and deep
outwash is prinmarily to the east toward Lake M chigan. A horizontal flow direction in the fluviolocustrine
sands could not be determ ned. The distribution of chloride concentrations at the Site appears to confirm
that the Site is inpacting the fluviolacustrine sands and the deep outwash aquifer.

It is estimated that 88 percent of the Yeonman Creek Landfill and 69 percent of the Edwards Field Landfill is
presently under the water table. Capping the Site may reduce the percentage of waste bel ow the water table
to 37 percent at the Yeonman Creek Landfill and 46 percent of the Edwards Field Landfill.

Gound water is not used in the vicinity of the Site, and a Gty of \Waukegan ordi nance requires use of the
muni ci pal systemfor residential water within the Cty. The ground water is used for residential purposes in
Beach Park approxinmately two mles fromthe Site. Based on available infornation, it does not appear

that ground water fromthe Site has the potential to affect these residential wells.

According to Gol der Associates, Yeoman Creek is a gaining streamal ong the Yeonan Creek Landfill portion, but
appears to be a | osing streamsouth of the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion (see p. 48 of the Renedia
Investigation Report. Yeonman Creek/Edwards Field landfills. Waukegan. |Illinois, February 1995 by Col der

Associates). Landfilled wastes are present within a few feet of Yeoman Creek al ong the Yeoman O eek Landfil
portion, including within approxinately 10 feet of Yeonman Creek along an estimated 600 feet of the total of
3200 feet of the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion bordering Yeoman Creek. At the Edwards Field portion, there
is at least a 30 foot buffer between the |andfilled wastes and Yeoman Creek

PCBs were detected in wetland soils, streamsedinents, streamwater, and | eachate, but were not detected in
the ground water. The highest concentration of PCBs detected in surface soils outside the fenced area was 2
ng/ kg, the highest concentration in streamsedi ments was 82 ng/ kg, and PCBs were only detected in one surface
wat er sanple at a concentration of 0.5 ug/l. The PCB concentrations in stream sedi ments were highest

adj acent to the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion, and dropped off to non-detect concentrations past the Edwards



Field Landfill portion (see Figure 4). PCBs were detected in all three of the | eachate seep

sanpl es at the Yeoman Oreek Landfill portion with a nmaxi mumconcentration of 71 ug/l. PCBs were detected in
all four |eachate seep soil sanples at the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion at maxi num concentration of 90

ng/ kg. PCBs were detected in all four |eachate well sanples at the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion at a

maxi mum concentration of 190 ug/l. However, no PCBs were detected in the four |eachate seep soil sanples
collected at the Edwards Field Landfill portion (no liquid seep sanples 'could be collected at the Edwards
Field Landfill portion). PCBs were only detected in one out of the three | eachate well sanples collected

in the Edwards Field Landfill portion at a concentration of only 0.5 ug/l. 1In addition, no PCBs were
detected in the wetland soil sanples south of the Edwards Field Landfill portion

Q her contam nants and characteristics of concern and their maxi mumdetected | evel s incl ude:
In landfill gas:

expl osivity (100% LEL);
benzene (1.2 ng/nB);
trichl oroethyl ene (0.087 ng/nB);
t etrachl oroet hyl ene (0.051 ng/ n8);
vinyl chloride (not detected in landfill gas but
detected in gas entering an adjacent building at 52 ppbv).

I'n ground wat er

arsenic (284 ug/l)

beryl lium (3.8 ug/l);

lead (103 ug/l);

manganese (2860 ug/l);

vinyl chloride (3 ug/l);

benzene (20 ug/l);

pent achl or ophenol (2 ug/l);

bi s(2-et hyl hexyl )phthal ate (10 ug/l).

In surface water:

acetone (19,000 ug/l);
cyanide (20.7 ug/l).

In wetland soils |ocated east of Yeoman Creek and south of
the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion

benzo(a) pyrene (0.82 ng/kg);

| ead (209 ny/kg);

zinc (307 my/ kg);

pol yaromati ¢ hydrocarbons (PAHs) (4.9 ny/kg).

In wetland soils south of the Edwards Field portion

benzo(a) pyrene (8.2 ny/kg);
| ead (1100 ny/kg);

zinc (874 ny/kg);

PAHs (88 nu/kg).

I'n Yeoman Creek sedinments:
benzo(a) pyrene (1.6 ng/kg);
| ead (257 ny/ kg);
zinc (1770 ng/ kg);

PAHs (24 mg/ kg);

In | eachate seeps in Yeoman Oreek Landfill portion

acetone (11 ug/l);
cyani de (234 ug/l);



lead (135 ug/l);
zinc 351 ug/l).

In seep soils in the Yeoman Oreek Landfill portion

acetone (0.1 ng/kg);
cyani de (1.3 ng/kg);
| ead (127 ny/kg);
zinc (176 ng/ kg);
PAHs (72 g/ kg).

In seep soils in the Edwards Field Landfill portion

acetone (not detected);
cyani de (not detected);
benzo(a) pyrene (1.8 ng/kg);
| ead (427 ny/kg);

zinc (451 my/ kg);

PAHs (42 ng/ kg) A

In leachate wells in the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion

arsenic (27.6 ug/l);

beryllium (1.6 ug/l);

lead (953 ug/l);

nmanganese (1120 ug/l);

benzene (21 ug/l);

bi s(2-et hyl hexyl )phthal ate (67 ug/l);
acetone (320 ug/l);

zinc (1460 ug/l).

Leachate wells in the Edwards Field Landfill portion

arsenic (9.6 ug/l);
lead (132 ug/l);
manganese (327 ug/l);
trichloroethylene (3 ug/l);
tetrachl oroet hyl ene (3 ug/l);
1, 2-di chl oroet hytene (3 ug/l);
1, 2-di chl oroet hane (3 ug/l);
benzene (21 ug/l)
bi s(2-et hyl hexyl)phthal ate (22 ug/l);
acetone (34 ug/l);
zinc (466 ug/l).

V. SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS
A ESTI MATED HUVAN HEALTH AND ECOLOG CAL RI SKS | F CURRENT SI TE CONDI TI ONS CONTI NUE | N THE FUTURE

At this tine the ground water in the vicinity of the Site is unused, and it appears that it is unlikely to be

devel oped in the future since a Gty of Waukegan ordi nance requires use of municipal water for residential
pur poses.

The municipal water supply is fromLake Mchigan. There are residential ground water users approxi mately
two-m | es downgradient fromthe Site in Beach Park, although it is unclear whether ground water fromthe Site
can affect these wells. The Site is fenced, and deed restrictions have been placed over nost of the Site

The deed restrictions placed reportedly permanently prohibit future developnent. As a result, risks to human
health if current Site conditions continue in the future are linited.

For adj acent residents the increnmental lifetinme cancer risk (ICR) was estimated to be 3.1 X 10-6 using
average exposure assunptions (average), and 2.5 X 10-5 usi ng reasonabl e maxi mum exposure assunptions (RVE)
A large portion of this risk is due to potential for landfill gas nmigration into adjacent buil dings.



Presently, this risk is being addressed by nmonitoring in adjacent buildings north of the Yeonan Creek portion
of the Site, and operation of a ventilation systemin one building. The remainder of the estimated risk is
primarily due to potential for direct contact with PCBs and benzo(a)pyrene in surface soils, and surface
water in the vicinity of the Site.

The risks to ecologic receptors was eval uated using potential effects on nesting red-w nged bl ack birds, and
to mnk. The risk to ecological receptors if current conditions continue in the future appears to be
substantial. The evaluation indicated that risks due to potential contact with soil and sedi nents associ at ed
with the site that are contam nated with PCBs, |ead, polyaromatic hydrocarbons, |ead, and zinc, and surface
wat er contam nated with cyani de and acetone nay have a detrinental inpact on sone ecol ogical receptors

B. ESTI MVATED RI SKS | F GROUND WATER |'S DEVELCPED FCR RESI DENTI AL PURPOSES IN THE FUTURE:

As stated previously the ground water in the vicinity of the Site is currently unused. However, if the
ground water in the vicinity of the Site is developed in the future, the human health risks would be
unacceptable. Existing information indicates that the shall ow ground water is unlikely to be useable for
resi dential purposes, but that the deeper outwash aquifer nost likely could be devel oped for usage by a
limted nunber of residences. The distribution of chloride concentrations appears to indicate that the
landfill has inpacted both the shallow and deep outwash formations. Hazardous substances of concern
detected in ground water near the Site include arsenic, beryllium manganese, |ead, benzene,

bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e, pentachl orophenol, and vinyl chloride. For lifetime residential usage of the
shal | ow aqui fer ground water, the ICRis estimated to be 8.7 X 10-5 and non-carci nogeni ¢ hazard index (H)
6.3 (average), and 4.6 X 10-4 and 16 (RMVE)

For lifetine residential usage of the deeper aquifer, the ICRis estimated to be 5.1 X 10-5 and the H 2.0
(average), and ICR 2.9 X 10-4 and H 5.2 (RVME). In addition, |lead exceeded the Illinois Ground Wter Quality
Standards (1 GMXS) in sone aquifer sanples. It should be noted that no PCBs were detected in ground water.

The extent to which these estinated risks, in the case of future residential ground water usage is
attributable to the Site can not be fully defined using the avail abl e dat a.

Although it is possible that arsenic, beryllium and pentachl orophenol are being released fromthe Site

these constituents do not appear to have been detected at significant concentrations in | eachate sanpl es.
Arseni c was not detected above the | GMX, either in | eachate or aquifer sanples, and nay be associated with
background and solids in the aquifer. Berylliumwas detected in | eachate sanples, but only slightly above
detection linits, and was only detected above the Maxi mum Contam nant Level (40 CFR 141) in one of the 72
(1/72) site-related aquifer sanples. Sone data indicates that at |east sone of the arsenic and berylliumare
associated with solids in the aquifer. The range of arsenic concentrations near the Site is also sinmlar to
the range in ground water sanples collected fromthe Lake County region

Pent achl or ophenol was detected at a very |low concentration in only one | eachate sanple, and was detected in
2/ 72 site-related ground water sanples at concentrati ons bel ow the Contract Required Quantification Levels

(CRQLs) above the | GNS.

If arsenic, beryllium and pentachl orophenol are not considered, the ICR for the shallow ground water is
reduced to 1.3 X 10-5 (average) and 7.0 X 10-5 (RVE). These estimated risks are apparently due to rel eases
of benzene, bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate and vinyl chloride (or vinyl chloride precursors) fromthe Site, which
has resulted in sporadic detection of these conpounds in the aquifer. Benzene was detected in |eachate, and
in 8 sanples fromthree shallow nonitoring wells along the perineter of the landfill, and exceeded the | GANQS
in three sanples fromone of the nonitoring wells. Bis(2-ethylhexyi)phthalate was detected in | eachate, and
in 5/72 site-related aquifer sanples at concentrations below the CRQL. Vinyl Chloride was not detected in
the I eachate although trichloroethyl ene and tetrachl oroet hyl ene, which can degrade to vinyl chloride, were
detected in | eachate. Vinyl chloride was detected in two shallow ground water sanples fromthe perineter of
the Site at concentrations below the CRQL but at or above the | GAS.

Lead was present in elevated concentrations in | eachate sanples and exceeded the | GNXS of 7.5 ug/l in 16/37
shal  ow ground water sanples, and in 4/27 deep outwash sanples. The highest concentration was 124 ug/|.
However, |ead al so exceeded the 1 GAMXS in 1/6 background ground water sanples (25 ug/l) and appears to be
strongly associated with solids in the aquifer. Sone of the |ead detected nmay be fromthe Site, but may be
difficult to nobilize for residential exposures due to lead's affinity for solids.

The estimated non-carcinogenic risk is predom nantly due to manganese. The nanganese was as high as 1120
ug/l in leachate



The 1 GAS of 150 ug/l was exceeded in 35/42 shall ow ground water sanples with a naxi num concentration of 2600
ug/l, and in 12/ 30 | ower outwash sanples with a maxi num concentration of 2900 ug/l. However, nanganese was

al so exceeded the 1GNQS in 5/6 background ground water sanples with a maxi numof 830 ug/l. In addition, data
appears to indicate that nuch of the manganese is associated with solids in the aquifer, and that the range
of manganese detected at the Site is simlar to the range of ground water concentrations detected in Lake
County, if the sanples with the highest total suspended solids are excl uded.

C ESTI MATED RI SKS | N CASE OF DEVELOPMENT OF THE PERI METER OF THE SITE IN THE FUTURE

If the perimeter of the Site is developed in the future for residential purposes and ground water is not
used, the estinated ICRis estimated to be 3.2 X 10-6 (average) and 7.4 X 10-5 (RME). These risks are

primarily due to potential exposure to PCBs in soil. Some of the estimated risk is also due to
benzo(a) pyrene and benzo(b) fluoranthene in soil, PCBs in surface water, and benzene and vinyl chloride in
landfill gas. |If residential ground water usage is al so assuned, these risks should be added to the ground

wat er risks.
D. RISKS IN CASE SITE IS DEVELOPED I N THE FUTURE

At this tine it appears very unlikely that the Site will be developed in the future. However, for a nunber
of reasons it is very likely that, absent the waste disposal on the Site, the Site would have been devel oped
for residential, recreational, comrercial, and/or governnental purposes (or in the case of Edwards Fiel ds
Landfill use as a baseball field would have continued). These reasons include

- the Site is flat and surrounded by residential and
commer ci al devel opnment, including other properties that
filled in low areas to allow such construction

- the Gty transferred the property to the School Board
because of plans to build a school on the Site

- until recently the Edwards Field Landfill and surrounding
area was a little | eague ball park;

- until recently portions of the landfill adjacent to the
School Board property were being advertised for sale;

- a portion of the landfill is presently being used as a parking |ot;

- property transfers have occurred without know edge of the
presence of landfilled waste on the property.

There are a nunber of reasons why nornal residential, comrercial or governnental devel opnent on the Site
woul d result in an unacceptable risk. One concern is that landfill gas entry woul d cause an expl osion risk
In addition, landfill gas entry into a building could result in an unacceptable risk fromlong term
exposure via inhalation. For exanple, use of the equation for exposure to soil gas using a distance of one
foot fromthe source would result in an estimated I1CR of 2.6 X 10-4 (average) and 7.8 X 10-4 (RVE). Data on
actual concentrations of contam nants in the landfill are unavailable. However, it is certainly expected
that contam nant concentrations woul d be many times higher in some |ocations in the landfill than the
concentrations detected in the |l eachate or | eachate seep sanples. This would result in a very high risk due
to potential dermal and ingestion exposures to these contaminants in case the Site was devel oped. The
potential risks fromfuture ground water usage at the Site has already been di scussed

Based on the results of the risk assessment, the objectives of the remedial actions include addressing the
foll ow ng risks:

- human health risks in case of future devel opment of the Site;
- human health risks due to off-site landfill gas mgration
- human heal th and ecol ogi cal risks due to the continuing

rel eases of hazardous substances to wetlands, Yeoman O eek,

and the ground water (this includes neeting drinking water
standards in the aquifers at the Site);



- human health risks fromoff-site soil contam nation

- ecol ogi cal risks due to contam nation of sedinents and
limted wetland areas

VI, DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

A OVERVI EW

Because of the size of the landfill (over one nillion cubic yards), the costs for excavation and treatnent of
the entire landfill would be prohibitive. In addition, excavation and treatnment of the entire landfill would
entail significant public health and environnental risks. Therefore, alternatives for excavation and
treatnment of the entire landfill were not eval uated.

In addition, available information on the landfill operations indicates that industrial wastes were di sposed
of along with the residential and commercial wastes. Because of this and the difficulty in locating hot
spots within a landfill, alternatives were not evaluated for location and treatnent of hot spots in the
landfill.

As a result, the Feasibility Study concentrated on alternatives for containment of the landfill -- that is
neasures to prevent or mninmze mgration of contam nants fromthe landfill to the ground water, wetlands,
surface water, and air. Containnent technol ogies evaluated in detail for the Yeoman Creek Landfill Site

i nclude use of the follow ng technol ogi es:

- site covers having single barrier clay and nenbrane |iners,
and having conposite clay and nmenbrane liners to mnimze
formati on of |eachate generated by infiltration of
precipitation through the landfill;

- | eachate collection systens to intercept, renove and treat
any | eachate before entering Yeoman Creek whether the
| eachate is forned by precipitation, ground water novenent,
or changes in streamwater |evel elevations;

- artificial channels to provide a barrier to entry of
landfill |eachate into Yeonan Creek;

- slurry walls to prevent off-site mgration of contam nated
ground water; and

- passive and active landfill gas ventilation systens to
prevent off-site mgration of landfill gas in the
subsur f ace.

The alternatives evaluated in detail, except for the no-action alternative, include conbinations of the above
listed technol ogies.

B. ACTION COWON TO ALL CAPPI NG ALTERNATI VES

Al of the alternatives, including the no-action alternative, include inposition of deed restrictions and
access restrictions over all of the Site property and enclosing the site with a fence. |In addition, all of
the capping alternatives include additional investigation, long termnonitoring, remediation of

contam nated sediments in Yeoman OGreek and linmited wetland areas, conpliance with floodway/fl oodpl ain

regul ations, renediati on of contaninated surface soils outside of the new cover area, conpensation for |oss
or danage to wetlands, rerouting and sealing of existing stormdrains that go through the landfill,

and continuation of interimactions to control and rmonitor landfill gases until the final renedial action is
i mpl enent ed and denonstrated to be effective.

Wil e source control (i.e. the landfill cover) will provide a nechanismfor preventing future ground water
contam nation, natural attenuation will address existing ground water contam nation

1. Additional |nvestigation



Addi tional ground water investigation shall be conducted, as necessary to determ ne the extent of ground

wat er contam nation. |If necessary, sanpling of Yeoman Creek sediments, limted wetland soils, and soils that
will be outside of the site cover that nay be contam nated by | eachate seeps, will be conducted to deternine
the extent of contanination exceeding the cleanup action level. In addition, verification sanpling will be

conduct ed, as necessary, to test whether cleanup action levels are attained followi ng the renedial action.
The baseline quality of the wetlands south and east of the Site will be assessed to enabl e eval uation of the
long terminpacts of the landfill.

2. Long Term Monitoring:

Long termmonitoring of the ground water, Yeoman Creek, landfill gas em ssions, and wetlands will be
conduct ed.

3. Renedi ation of contam nated sedinents in Yeoman Creek and limted wetland areas, and of surface soils
outside of the wetland and site cover area:

U S. EPA and | EPA have determ ned that major disturbance of the |arge area of wetlands | ocated south and east
of the Site to renbve contam nants is not warranted to address the concentrati ons of hazardous substances
detected in the wetlands due to the potential adverse inpact on the wetl ands. 2

For the sediments in Yeoman Oreek and the limted wetland areas shown in Figure 5, and for surface soils
outside of the wetland areas and the site cover area, U S. EPA has established cl eanup action | evels (CALs)
to address contam nation that is significantly adding to risks to ecol ogical receptors. An

expl anation of these CALs is included in Attachnment 1. Landfill cover A ternatives #2-#5, include excavation
of sedinents that exceed these CALs, consolidation and tenporary contai nnent of the excavated sedi ments on
the Site, and final containment under the final site cover.

By this Record of Decision, the Regional Adm nistrator has waived the TSCA di sposal requirenents of 40 CFR
761.75(b) (1), (2), (3) and (7).

It is anticipated that for tenporary contai nment of excavated sedinents, a bermw || be constructed around
desi gnated areas on the Site. The excavated sedinments will be placed within these bermed areas to a depth
not to exceed 1 foot. After the excavated sedi ments have dewatered to a consistency that can support |ow
ground pressure earthwork equi pent, the sedinents will be covered with at |east 6 inches of clean soil.

Addi tional sanpling will be conducted of the Yeoman Creek sediments and in linmted wetland areas, and surface
soils that

2 Maxi mum concentrati on of various hazardous substances
detected in wetland soils were: PCBs = 2 ng/kg in surface soil,
and 5.5 ng/ kg at 6-12 inches bel ow the surface; benzo(a)pyrene =
0. 82 ny/ kg; benzo(b/k) flouranthene = 1.9 ng/kg; cumul ative
pol yaronati ¢ hydrocarbons = 8.9 ng/kg; |ead = 209 ng/ kg; nercury
= 0.31 ng/kg; and zinc = 307 ny/kg.

may have been affected by | eachate seeps and are | ocated outside wetland areas and the site cover area to
deternine the extent of excavation. Based on sanpling data available, it appears that between 900 and 3000
feet of streamsedinents will have to be excavated and 40,000 square feet of sediments south of Edwards Field
Landfill. Assuming that contam nated sedi nents are excavated to a 12 inch depth and 1200 feet of stream
sedinents 10 feet wi de are excavated, approxi mately 2000 cubic yards of sedinments woul d be excavated at an
estimated cost of approximately $ 200,000. This cost will be partially offset by a

reduction in the quantity of soil needed to bring the landfill cover to an acceptabl e grade.

As an Alternative to the limted excavation described above, excavation and on-site consolidation and

contai nnent of all sedinments and the Iimted wetland areas shown in Figure 5 may be conducted if necessary to
conply with floodpl ain/fl oodway regul ati ons as described in the followi ng section. 1In this case

sanpling to determ ne the extent of excavation will not be required.

An eval uation of the effects of the excavation on the wetland hydrology will have to be conducted. No
adverse effects on the wetland hydrology will be all owed.

4. Conpliance with floodplain/floodway regul ations:



Wirk shall be conducted to conply with the Illinois Departnent of Transportation (I1DOT) regulations (92 | AC
708) and Lake County Storm Water Managenent Conmi ssion (SMC) Wt ershed Devel opment Ordi nance. The renedi al
desi gn phase shall include the additional investigation, nodeling, alternative evaluation, and

work with the regul atory Agencies to select procedures for conpliance with the fl oodway/fl oodpl ai n

regul ations. The required additional investigation, nodeling and alternative eval uation shall be determ ned
by U S. EPA largely based on input fromIDOTl and the SMC

Conpliance with the requirenments of the SMCwill entail renmapping the floodplain because the current FEMA
floodplain map is out of date (it does not include the filling that took place during operation of the
landfill).

Fol | owi ng conpl etion of the additional evaluation and work with IDOT and SMC, U.S. EPA will select the
actions to be inplemented. for conpliance with the floodplain/floodway regul ati ons. The sel ected actions
will largely be based on input fromIDOT and the SMC.

Al of the site cover alternatives (#2-#5) have the potential to include filling within the regul ated

fl oodway/ fl oodplain in order to construct the site cover. Alternatives #3, 3A-3D, 4, 4A, and 4B have the
potential for nore floodway/floodplain filling than Alternative #2 because additional filling would be
conducted toprovide a 2% slope after settling and a 3 foot instead of a two foot cover woul d be added over
the grading layer. Al ternative #5 has the potential for even nore floodway/flood plain filling since this
Alternative includes additional filling to provide a 3 %slope after settlenment and a 5 foot cover over the
grading layer. New construction within a floodway and floodplain is regulated by IDOT and the SMC. The SMC
regul ations are nore stringent than the | DOT regul ati ons, and anong ot her provisions require the foll ow ng:

- provi di ng conpensatory storage for all lost floodplain
storage at a 1.2 to 1 replacenent ratio;

- prohi biting increase in flood height or velocity;
- mai nt enance of the flood carrying capacity (conveyance) of the fl oodway.

The 1 DOT regul ations are simlar but require conpensatory storage for only |lost floodway storage at a 1 to 1
repl acenent ratio.

Conpl i ance with the | DOT and SMC fl oodway/ fl oodpl ai n regul ati ons may be achieved for Alternatives #2 - #5 by
one or by a conbination of the follow ng:

a. Creation of conpensatory storage for |ost floodplain storage;

b. Use of artificial channels conbined with detention
facilities to maintain capacity w thout increasing the
average velocity through the Site;

C. Limted excavation of soil and/or landfill wastes out of the
f I oodway/ f | oodpl ai n, consolidation on-site, and contai nment
under the new site cover;

d. Approval of a variance by the regul atory Agenci es.

In the Feasibility Study dated Decenber 1994, Col der Associates estinmated that conpliance with the |1 DOT
regulations will require creation of 6,880 cubic yards of conpensatory floodway storage. Col der proposes that
a reasonable way to conply with this requirenent would be creation of conpensatory floodway storage by
excavation of sediments in Yeoman Oreek and the limted wetland areas defined in the previous section.

Gol der estimates that excavation of these areas to a 2.5 foot depth would create 7,220 cubi c yards of
conpensatory storage at an estinated cost of $374,883 for excavation, consolidation and tenporary contai nment
on-site. This is $170,000 nore than the estimated cost for excavation, consolidation and tenporary storage
solely for conpliance with the sedi ment cleanup action |evels.

To conply with the SMC regul ations by creation of conpensatory storage, it is estimated that 30,000 cubic
yards of conpensatory storage will have to be created. GColder has estimated that this volune of conpensatory
storage could be created in the golf course north of the Site at an estimated cost of $652, 200.

The sedinment and limted wetland excavation as described for conpliance with the | DOT regul ati ons coul d al so



be used toward conpliance with the SMC regul ati ons

Anot her action that could be used towards conpliance with both the IDOT and SMC regul ations, is linmted
excavation of wastes at the limts of Yeoman Creek, or at the fringes of landfilled wastes. These wastes
woul d be consolidated and tenporarily contained on-site until the new site cover is installed over the
wast es.

The excavati on of wastes may cause short termodors in the vicinity of the Site, and create sone potenti al
for releases to the surface water. These problens should be controllable if the extent of waste excavation
islimted. The costs for sedinment and waste excavati on and contai nment on-site would be partially offset by
a reduction in the quantity of soil needed to provide an adequate grade for the new site cover

Article V of the SWC Wat ershed Devel opnent O di nance provides criteria for obtaining a variance fromthe SMC
requi renents. However, no waivers or variances are available for the I DOl regul ati ons

5. Conpensation For Loss or Damage To Wetl ands:

The landfill cover alternatives (#2-#5), include filling an estimated relatively small area of on-site
wetl ands. This inmpact on existing wetlands will require conpensation or replacenent or some other
conpensatory action pursuant to Section 404 of the Oean Water Act.

Any other detrinmental inmpact on wetlands fromthe remedi al actions, such as the soil excavation in the
limted wetland areas, that can not be mtigated, will also require conpensation

The run-off fromthe site cover will be adjusted to prevent degradation to and, if possible, enhance
ecol ogical conditions in the large wetlands south and east of the Site. It is anticipated that the cost of
this portion of the remedy will be mnor.

6. Rerouting and Sealing O Storm Drains That Go Through the Landfill

Stormdrains that go through the Landfill shall be rerouted around that landfill and sealed. It is expected
that two existing stormdrains that go through the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion will have to be rerouted and
seal ed (see Figure 6).

It is estimated that this will cost $85,000 for Alternative 2, $110,000 for Alternatives 3, 3A 3B, 3C 4,
4A, and 4B, and $165,000 for Alternative 5. Drains that originate on-site will be covered by the new site
cover, and so will not need to be rerouted or seal ed.

7. Continuation of InterimActions to Address Landfill Gas Mgration
Periodic nonitoring of a nunber of buildings north of the Site for landfill gas entry, and constructi on and
operation of ventilation systens in buildings north of the Site, where potential landfill gas entry is
detected, have been inplemented during conpl etion of the Remedial |nvestigation/Feasibility Study.
I npl erent ati on of these nmeasures will continue until the active landfill gas systemis constructed and
denonstrated to be effective in elinmnating off-site landfill gas nigration
C Alternative Eval uation
1. ALTERNATI VE 1, ACCESS RESTRI CTI ONS AND | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTRCLS!

a. DESCRI PTION:  Under this alternative, deed restrictions

woul d be inposed to prohibit use of, access to, and future
devel opnent of the Site property, and the Site woul d be
fenced. This alternative would not involve any filling of
wetl ands nor filling within the floodplain. Human health
ri sks would be reduced by limting access to the Site
However, risks to ecol ogical receptors would not be

addr essed; |eachate seepage i nto the ground water, Yeonan

Creek and the wetland woul d conti nue unabated; landfill gas
mgration into the basenent of an adjacent building would
continue; and the landfill may be subject to erosion danage

in the future



b. ESTI MATED CCSTS:

CONSTRUCTI ON COSTS 0% 46, 000
ANNUAL O8&M COSTS 03 5, 600
PRESENT WORTH : $ 120,000
| MPLEMENTATI ON . a few nonths
2. ALTERNATI VE 2, SITE COVER | NCLUDI NG A BARRI ER LAYER OF TWD FEET OF LOW PERVEABI LITY SO L, and

PASSI VE GAS VENTI LATI ON SYSTEM

a. DESCRI PTI O\:  The objective of any Site cover is to reduce
generation of contam nated | eachate that nmay mgrate to
ground water or the surface water, by reducing infiltration
t hrough the cover, and to elimnate the risks of direct
contact with the wastes. The barrier layer to infiltration
of precipitation for Alternative 2 would consist of two feet
of low perneability soil (see Qption 1 in Figure 7).
Alternative 2 will have a nmininumslope to pronote run-off
of precipitation.

Pi pe vents would be installed into the landfill to provide a direct route of release for landfill gases,
whi ch woul d reduce the |ikelihood of off-site migration of landfill gases.

The soil cover would reduce infiltration, and would at |east tenporarily elimnate direct contact with
| eachat e seepage and soils near existing seeps. However, the reduction in infiltration would be nodest even
under ideal conditions, and this type of cap is susceptible to cracking due to desiccation, freezing and

other causes. It is possible that |eachate seeps would eventually reemerge through the sides of the
landfill. The nassive vents nmay not conpletely elimnate off-site mgration of landfill gases. In
addition, sone of the landfill gases would be emtted near commercial and residential devel opnents. This may

cause an odor concern, and a hazard to off-site residents.

b. ESTI MATED CCSTS:
CONSTRUCTI ON COSTS : $ 6,700,000
ANNUAL O&M COSTS 0 $ 240, 000
PRESENT WORTH :$ 9,900, 000
| MPLEMENTATI ON :  3-years
3. ALTERNATI VE 3, SITE COVER | NCLUDI NG A BARRI ER LAYER CONSI STI NG OF A FLEXI BLE MEMBRANE LI NER, AND

PASSI VE PERI METER GAS VENTI LATI ON SYSTEM

a. DESCRI PTION: The site cover's barrier |ayer would consi st
of a flexible nenbrane liner (FM.) placed over a perneable
gas ventilation layer. It is anticipated that a 40 m| very

| ow density pol yethyl ene (VLDPE) FM. woul d be used for the
barrier layer. The barrier layer will underlie a

geosynt hetic drai nage | ayer having a hydraulic conductivity
of 28 cnmsec. In addition, a grading |ayer woul d be added
to provide the cover with a 2% slope after settlenent, and a
three foot frost protection |ayer would be placed over the
FM. (see option 4 Figure 7). A passive perineter trench
system woul d be used to control off-site migration of
landfill gases.

Model i ng indicates that this cover could be very effective in reducing infiltration through the landfill due
to precipitation as long as the FM. overall quality is good. For exanple, if the | eakage fraction is 10-5,
the HELP nodeling included in the Feasibility Study predicts a 99.4%reduction in infiltration conpared to
current conditions.

This corresponds to a reduction in total infiltration from 1,800,000 cubic feet to 11,500 cubic feet per year
over the portion of the landfill east of Yeonan Creek. Sone factors argue for assuming a | ow | eakage
fraction, such as the shallow depth of the landfill and the age of the landfill, which will probably limt

t he amount of settlenent due to further deconposition of the wastes. In addition, strict quality control



neasures can be required during installation of the FM. to reduce the occurrence of

should result in construction of a good quality FM. cap.

However, |eaks through FM. liners al ways occur,

through the FM,, if the FML is underlain by a perneabl e | ayer,
This is denonstrated in Figure 2-4 of Design and constructi on of RCRA/ CERCLA Fi nal
As can be seen the flow rate through holes in FMs can increase from 330 gal /acre/day for
This is also denonstrated using site
infiltration would increase from 12,000 cubic

al ternative.
EPA, May 1991.

excel lent FM.s to 10, 000 gal /acre/day for poor quality FMs.
speci fic HELP nodel assunptions in Table 1, which predicts that
feet for a good/excellent quality FM. to 276,000 cubic feet for a poor quality FM.

TABLE 1

and the results of this can result
as is proposed for this site cover

COVPARI SON CF | NFI LTRATI ON RATES
FOR FML. AND COVPCSI TE FM./ CLAY BARRI ER LAYERS
FOR GOCD AND POOR QUALI TY FMLS USI NG HELP MCDEL3

in substanti al

TYPE OF I NFI LTRATI ON ASSUM NG I NFI LTRATI ON ASSUM NG
BARRI ER 10-5 LEAKAGE FRACTI O\4 10- 3 LEAKAGE FRACTI ON6
% REDUCTI ONs CUBI C FT % REDUCTI ON CUBI C FT
FML 99. 4% 12, 000 84. 9% 276, 000
FM./ GCL 100. 0% 0 100. 0% 15
FM./ 2-f eet
conmpacted cl ay 100. 0% 2 100. 0% 141

@ HC=10- 7cnl sec

3 Hel p Model Assunptions are shown in Appendix B, of the
Decenber 1994 Feasibility Study for the 10'5 | eakage fraction
runs. The 10-3 | eakage fracti on used the sane assunptions as the
correspondi ng run in Appendi x B, except for changi ng the | eakage
fraction.

4 According to Table 2-4 of Design and Construction of
RCRA/ CERCLA Final Covers, U.S. EPA, My 1991, good to excell ent
quality FM. (or geomenbranes) can be characterized by having one
1 cn to 0.1 cn? hole per acre. According to Figure 9-8 of the
sane reference, this corresponds to a | eakage fraction in the
vicinity of 10-5.

5 CQubic feet of infiltration using new cap divided by the
cubic feet of infiltration under existing conditions times 100.
Cubic feet of infiltration was estinmated using the HELP nodel

6 According to Table 2-4 of Design and Construction of
RCRA/ CERCLA Final Covers, U S. EPA, My 1991, poor quality FMs
(or geonenbranes) can be characterized by having 30 0.1 cn®2 hol es
per acre. According to Figure 9-8 of the sane reference, this
corresponds to a | eakage fraction in the vicinity of 10-3,
assunming a 0.33 foot head.

FM./ 2-f eet

conpacted cl ay 100. 0% 14 99. 9% 1,374

@HC=10-6 cm sec
Since 30-40% of the landfill wastes will renain below the water table even after the | eachate nound in the
landfill dissipates, sonme |eachate will be generated from nmovenent of ground water through the wastes. |In

the Feasibility Study, Colder Associates, Inc. estimted that the maxi numground water flow through the east
side of the landfill would be 5 gpm which corresponds to approxi mately 350,000 cubic feet per year and 16%
of the estimated flow through the landfill due to infiltration of precipitati on under existing



conditions. Leachate generated by ground water flow would continue to recharge the ground water and possibly
Yeoman Creek. However, Golder believes that "potential for ground water flow through the waste woul d be
mninmal" (see p. 38 of the Feasibility Study Report, Yeonman Creek/Edwards Field Landfills, \Waukegan
Il'linois), Decenber 1994 by Col der Associates (Golder). GColder believes that the eastern

portion of the Landfill is largely isolated fromthe shallow ground water flow system and the flow through
the western portion of the landfill may be much less than 5 gpm The substantial reduction in infiltration
using a cap wth an FML barrier |ayer would reduce inpacts on the ground water. However, sone ground water
inmpact will continue as a result of the apparently limted ground water flow through

the landfill and the anount of infiltration that gets through leaks in the FM.. The aquifers near the Site
woul d |ikely meet the ground water renediation goals over tine (except for paraneters that naturally exceed
the goals) as a result of reduction of the source, natural biodegradation, and other natural attenuation
nmechani sms.

Surficial |eachate seeps would be elimnated as a result of the reduction in | eachate generation and

pl acenent of additional cover materials over the top, and would be unlikely to emerge because of the
substantial reduction in |l eachate formation. However, |eachate would continue to recharge Yeoman O eek

t hrough subsurface routes during the period of tine when the | eachate nound is dissipating. Some |eachate
woul d al so be generated fromthe ground water novenent through the landfill, infiltration through the site
cover, and variations in the water level in Yeoman Creek. Sorme of this | eachate may seep into Yeonman Creek
especially along the Yeonman Creek Landfill portion, where Yeonman Creek is a gaining stream

The passive landfill gas ventilation systemwoul d provide confidence that landfill gas would not migrate
off-site. However, the landfill gas vents would be |ocated along the perineter of the Site near residentia
and commerci al devel opnments. This may cause an odor concern, and a hazard to off-site residents.

It is possible that sone of the soils excavated for the landfill gas ventilation systemwould contain PCBs at
concentrations equal to or exceeding 50 ppm However, by this Record of Decision, the Regional Adm nistrator
has wai ved the requirenments of 761.75(b) (1), (2), (3) and (7). Therefore, contam nated soils generated from
this excavation can be consolidated on-site.

b. ESTI MATED CCSTS
CONSTRUCTI ON COSTS : $ 16,500, 000
ANNUAL &M COSTS 08 230, 000
PRESENT WORTH : $ 19,600, 000
| MPLEMENTATI ON . 3-years

3A Al ternative 3A, SITE COVER | NCLUDI NG A BARRI ER LAYER CONSI STI NG OF A COVPCSI TE FLEXI BLE MEMBRANE
LI NER OVER A GECSYNTHETI C CLAY LI NER, AND PASSI VE PERI METER GAS VENTI LATI ON SYSTEM

a. DESCRI PTION:  This alternative is identical to Alternative 3
except that the barrier layer of the soil would consist of a
conposite FML over a geosynthetic clay liner (GCL), instead
of being directly over the gas ventilation |ayer (see option
4A Figure 7). The GCL consists of a thin layer of natura
bentonite clay incorporated into a geosynthetic nmesh, which
serves to keep the bentonire in place so that a continuous
| ow perneability bentonite layer is created bel ow the FM.
The GCL is forgiving under load and is self healing.

The FML by itself is very effective in mnimzing
infiltration through the landfill as long as the FM. i s of
good quality. However, leaks in the FM. al ways occur and
can substantially increase the quantity of infiltration as
di scussed in Section C.3. The GCL conplenments the FM.'s
capability by essentially plugging leaks in the FML with a
thin, but |ow permeability layer of clay. The potenti al
effectiveness of the conposite FM./GCL is denonstrated in
Figure 2-4 from Design and Constructi on of RCRA/ CERCLA Fi na
Covers, U S. EPA, May 1991. For site specific application
it is also denonstrated using the HELP nodel in Table 1

The composite FM./ GCL barrier provides significantly nore



insurance that the site cover will be very effective,
conpared to the FM. barrier.

b. ESTI MATED COSTS:
CONSTRUCTI ON COSTS : $ 18,900, 000
ANNUAL &M COSTS . 230, 000
PRESENT WORTH :$ 22,000, 000
| MPLEMENTATI ON . 3-years

3B. Alternative 3B, SITE COVER | NCLUDI NG A BARRI ER LAYER  CONSI STI NG OF A COWPCsI TE FLEXI BLE MEMBRANE
LI NER OVER 2- FEET OF COVPACTED CLAY, AND PASSI VE PER METER GAS VENTI LATI ON SYSTEM

a. DESCRIPTION: This alternative is identical to Alternative 3
except that the barrier |ayer of the soil would consist of a
conposite FML over 2-feet of conpacted clay, instead of
being directly over the gas ventilation layer. The
ventilation | ayer woul d be bel ow the conpacted clay (see
option 4B Figure 7). |In order to reduce the quantity of
soil that would have to be inported onto the Site, the two
foot clay layer would replace some of the grading soil
Al ong the edges where grading soil would not be required
the existing cover may be usable as part of the 2-foot
conpacted clay layer. The conpacted clay would have a
maxi mum hydraul i ¢ conductivity of 10-6 cnisec

Li ke the GCL, a 2-foot conpacted clay | ayer conpl enents the
FML by providing a | ow hydraulic conductivity barrier

wher ever | eaks develop in the FM.. The clay |ayer woul d

al so be self healing to sone degree. The FM. woul d protect
the clay layer from desiccation cracking. The potenti al

ef fectiveness of the conposite FM/conpacted clay barrier
layer is denonstrated in Figure 2-4 from Design and
Construction of RCRA/ CERCLA Final Covers, U S. EPA My
1991, which is attached. For site specific application, it
is al so denonstrated using the HELP nodel in Table 1. The
conposite FM./conpacted clay barrier provides significantly
nore insurance that the site cover will be very effective,
conpared to the FM. barrier.

Figure 2-3 from Design and Constructi on of RCRA/ CERCLA
Final Covers, U S. EPA May 1991, which is attached, shows
that the effect of reducing the hydraulic conductivity
requirenent for the conpacted clay from10-7 to 10-6 cnisec
does not result in a significant increase in infiltration.

This is also confirmed for site specific application in
Table 1. For this reason, and because there may be a cost
savi ngs, the hydraulic conductivity criteria for the
conpacted clay is set at 10-6 cni sec.

b. ESTI MATED COSTS:
CONSTRUCTI ON COSTS : $ 18, 100, 000
ANNUAL Q&M COSTS : $ 230, 000
PRESENT WORTH : $ 21, 200, 000
| MPLEMENTATI ON : 3-years

3C ALTERNATI VE 3C.  SITE COVER | NCLUDI NG A BARRI ER LAYER CONSI STI NG OF A FLEXI BLE MEMBRANE LI NER, AND
AN ACTI VE PERI METER GAS CONTRCL SYSTEM

a. DESCRI PTION:  This Alternative is identical to Alternative 3
except that an active perineter gas control systemw !l be



used instead of a passive gas control system The active
gas control systemw |l utilize a blower to renobve gases
fromthe perimeter gas collection trench. It is anticipated
that one fan/blower will be |ocated on the northern portion
of the landfill and one in the southern portion. The gases
collected will be directed to the center of both on-site
landfills for treatment by flaring or some other nethod (see
attached Figure 8).

The active perineter trench control systemis the nost
reliable systemavailable for preventing off-site mgration
of landfill gases in the subsurface. It is considerably
nore reliable than the passive perimeter trench system and,
therefore, should elininate concerns about entry of landfill
gases into adjacent buildings. An additional benefit of the
active systemis that the active withdrawal of landfill
gases has nore potential to reduce ground water

contami nation by volatile organi ¢ conpounds such as benzene
and vinyl chloride by actively wi thdrawing themin the vapor
phase, and thus preventing them fromrecondensing at the
perinmeter of the landfill and contami nating ground water.
Anot her advantage of the active systemis that VOCs will be
permanently treated prior to release to the anbient air.

The conbination of directing the landfill gases to the
centers of the landfill and treating the gases prior to

rel ease, should elimnate the concern regarding the odor and
health risks to off-site residents fromthe rel ease of
landfill gases.

b. ESTI MATED COSTS:

CONSTRUCTI ON COSTS  :  $ 17, 300, 000

A TN-JAL &M COSTS 08 340, 000
PRESENT WORTH :$ 22,000, 000
| MPLEMENTATI ON . 3-years

ALTERNATI VE 4, SITE COVER | NCLUDI NG A BARRI ER LAYER CONSI STI NG CF A FLEXI BLE MEMBRANE LI NER, AN
ACTI VE PERI METER GAS CONTRCL SYSTEM A LEACHATE COLLECTI ON SYSTEM ALONG THE YEOMAN CREEK LANDFI LL
PORTI ON OF THE SITE, AND REROUTI NG YEOVAN CREEK ALONG EDWARDS FI ELD PORTI ON OF THE SI TE:

a. DESCRI PTION:  This Alternative includes the site cover and
active perineter gas control systemdescribed for
Alternative 3C, plus neasures to insure isolation of Yeoman
Ceek fromthe landfill |eachate. The isolation neasures
along the Yeonan Creek Landfill portion of the Site would be
a |l eachate collection system The |eachate collection
system woul d be installed al ong both sides of Yeoman Creek
where the landfill is present. It is anticipated that the
| eachate col l ection trench would extend to 12 to 18 inches
bel ow t he | evel of Yeoman Creek. Wastes observed to be
between the | eachate col |l ection systemand Yeoman Creek
woul d be excavated and consol idated on-site. Leachate would
drain to a sunp, fromwhich it would be punped to a
treatment and/or storage system The |eachate woul d either
be treated and discharged to the North Shore Sanitary
District treatment system or be transported off-site for
treat ment.

The | eachate collection trenches would provide an effective
barrier to prevent |eachate fromseeping into Yeoman O eek
during dissipation of the | eachate nounds in the landfill,
and woul d prevent |eachate generated from ground water
novenent from seeping into Yeoman Creek. Since 30-40% of



4A

the landfill wastes will remain below the water table even
after the leachate mound in the landfill dissipates, it is
possi bl e that sone | eachate will be generated from novenent
of ground water through the wastes. This |eachate could
continue to recharge Yeonan Creek especially along the
Yeoman Creek Landfill portion where Yeoman OGreek is a

gai ni ng stream

Al ong the Edwards Field portion of the Site, the stream
woul d be relocated through the mddle of the wetlands and
away fromthe landfill. According to aerial photograph
interpretation, this was the route of Yeonman Creek before
the stream bed was rel ocated during operation of the
landfill. If properly inplemented, this relocation nay
enhance the quality of the wetlands east of the Edwards
Field area. This action would nove Yeoman Creek to 150 feet
or nore fromthe Edwards Field portion of the landfill (see
attached Figure 9).

Al though this option would not necessarily prevent |eachate
fromeventual |y reachi ng Yeonman Creek, any |eachate
generated fromdissipation of the | eachate nound,
infiltration through the site cover, and ground water flow
through the lower portion of the landfill, would be buffered
by a | onger ground water flow route and the wetl ands before
reaching Yeoman CGreek. There is presently a 30 foot buffer
between the landfill ed waste and the Oreek, and the Creek
appears to be a losing streamin that area.

It is possible that some of the soils excavated for the
landfill gas control systemand | eachate collection system
woul d contain PCBs at concentrations equal to or exceeding
50 ppm However, by this Record of Decision, 5he Regional
Adm ni strator has wai ved the requirenments of 761.75(b) (1),
(2), (3) and (7) (see Section | X.A). Therefore,

contami nated soils generated fromthis excavation can be
consol i dated on-site.

b. ESTI MATED COSTS:

CONSTRUCTI ON COSTS $ 18, 000, 000
ANNUAL &M COSTS : $ 450, 000
PRESENT WORTH : $ 24, 200, 000
| MPLEMENTATI ON : 3-years

ALTERNATI VE 4A, SITE COVER I NCLUDI NG A BARRI ER LAYER  CONSI STI NG OF A FLEXI BLE MEMBRANE LI NER, AN
ACTI VE PERI METER GAS CONTRCL SYSTEM A CLOSED CULVERT |N YEOVAN CREEK ALONG THE YEOVAN CREEK
LANDFI LL PORTI ON OF THE SITE, AND REROUTI NG YEOVAN CREEK ALONG THE EDWARDS FI ELD PORTI ON CF THE

SI TE:

a. DESCRIPTION:. This Alternative is identical to Alternative 4
except that Yeonman Creek woul d be isolated fromthe Yeonan
Creek Landfill portion of the Site by construction of a
closed culvert in the creek along the landfill instead of
construction of a |l eachate collection system The cul vert
woul d be designed to provide a physical barrier to the
landfill |eachate.

An underdrain systemwoul d be incorporated into the bottom
of the culvert to drain fluid into sunps. The fluid would
be punped to a treatnent/storage facility, and, if

necessary, either treated and discharged to the Northshore
Sanitary District treatment system or transported off-site



for treatnent.

This systemwoul d be equal ly effective as

the | eachate collection systemin preventing | eachate from

the Yeoman Creek Landfill

due to dissipation of the | eachate nound,
or nmovenent of ground water through

t hrough the site cover,
the landfill.

b. ESTI MATED CCSTS:

portion fromentering Yeoman O eek

infiltration

CONSTRUCTI ON COSTS $ 19, 800, 000
ANNUAL O&M COSTS $ 440, 000
PRESENT WORTH $ 25, 900, 000

| MPLEMENTATI ON 3-years

4B. ALTERNATI VE 4B, SITE COVER | NCLUDI NG A BARRI ER LAYER CONSI STI NG OF A FLEXI BLE MEMBRANE LI NER OVER
El THER A GCL OR A 2- FOOT COVPACTED CLAY LINER, AN ACTI VE PERI METER GAS CONTROL SYSTEM AND A

LEACHATE CCOLLECTI ON SYSTEM ALONG THE YEOVAN CREEK LANDFI LL PORTION CF SITE

a. DESCRI PTION:  Alternative 4B is the same as Alternative 4,
except for use of one of the conposite clay/FM |iner
systens as described for Alternatives 3A or 3B instead of
use of the FML liner by itself for the barrier layer. In
addition, rerouting of Yeoman Creek away fromthe Edwards
Field portion of the Site is not included.

b. COosTS

CONSTRUCTI ON COSTS $ 20, 100, 0007
ANNUAL C&M COSTS : $ 450, 000
PRESENT WORTH $ 26, 300, 000
| MPLEMENTATI ON 3-years
4C. ALTERNATI VE 4C, SI TE COVER | NCLUDI NG A BARR ER LAYER  CONSI STI NG OF A FLEXI BLE MEMBRANE LI NER, AN
ACTI VE PERI METER GAS CONTRCL SYSTEM A LEACHATE COLLECTI ON SYSTEM ALONG THE YEOVAN CREEK LANDFI LL
PORTION CF THE SITE:

a. DESCRI PTION:  Alternative 4Cis the same as Alternative 4,
except that rerouting of Yeoman Creek away fromthe Edwards
Field portion of the Site is not included.

b. COsTS

This cost is based on the cost of the FM./conpacted clay
barrier in Alternative 3B, since this is estimated to be the
cheaper of the two alternatives.

CONSTRUCTI ON COSTS
ANNUAL O&M COSTS %
PRESENT WORTH

$ 17, 700, 000
450, 000
$ 23, 800, 000

5. ALTERNATI VE 5, SI TE COVER FULLY MEETI NG RCRA SUBTI TLE C TECHNI CAL GUI DANCE, AN ACTI VE PERI METER GAS
CONTROL SYSTEM DEEP SLURRY WALLS AROUND THE ENTI RE LANDFI LL, AND GROUND WATER/ LEACHATE PUWPI NG TO
PREVENT COFF- SI TE M GRATI O\

a. DESCRI PTION: This Alternative includes a site cover fully
consistent with RCRA Subtitle C technical guidance. It
includes a 3% slope after settlenent, a gas ventilation
layer, a conposite barrier |ayer consisting of an FM. and a
2 foot conmpacted clay layer with 10-7 hydraulic conductivity

above the grading | ayer (not
layer as in Aternative 3B),
protection |ayer.
consi derably more soil

i ncorporated into the grading
and a three foot frost

This cover would require inporting
to provide the 3% sl ope and the full



2 foot compacted clay |ayer above the grading | ayer, which
woul d result in a 5 foot thick site cover above the grading
layer rather than a three foot thick cover above the grading
layer as Alternatives 3, 3A 3B, and 3C, 4, and 4A. This
site cover would be very effective in preventing
infiltration through the cover with a high | evel of
reliability.

Alternative 5 would utilize deep soil-bentonite slurry-walls
keyed into the lower till to prevent flow fromthe landfills
into Yeoman Creek, as well as preventing mgration into the
aqui fers near the Site. Gound water would be punped wthin
the containnent area fornmed by the slurry walls in order to
mnimze vertical flow between the shallow and deep aquifers
by equalizing their potentiometric head. The renoved

| eachat e/ ground water woul d be punped to a treatnent/storage
system and either discharged to the Northshore Sanitary
District or transported off-site for treatment.

It is possible that some of the soils excavated for the
landfill gas control systemand the slurry walls woul d
contain PCBs at concentrations equal to or exceeding 50 ppm
However, by this Record of Decision, the Regional

Adm ni strator has wai ved the requirenments of 761.75(b) (1),
(2), (3) and (7) (see Section IX. A). Therefore;

contam nated soils generated fromthis excavation can be
consol i dated on-site.

b. ESTI MATED COSTS:
CONSTRUCTI ON COSTS : $ 39, 800, 000
ANNUAL &M COSTS : $ 880, 000
PRESENT WORTH : $ 51, 900, 000
| MPLEMENTATI ON : 3-years

I X SUMVARY OF COVPARATI VE EVALUATI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

The National Contingency Plan (NCP) requires that the alternatives be evaluated on the basis of the follow ng
nine evaluation criteria: (1) Overall protection of human health and the environment; (2) Conpliance with
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenments (ARARs) ; (3) Long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence; (4)
Reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volume through treatnent; (5) Short-termeffectiveness; (6)

Impl emrentability; (7) Cost; (8) State acceptance; and (9) Community acceptance. These criteria are

sunmari zed bel ow. This section conpares the alternatives with regard to these nine

evaluation criteria.

A Threshold Griteria

1. Overal|l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent
addresses whether a renedy provi des adequate protection of
human heal th and the environnent and describes how ri sks
posed t hrough each exposure pathway are elimnated, reduced
or controlled through treatment, engineering, or
institutional controls. The selected renmedy nust neet these criteria.

2. Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate
Requi renents (ARARs) addresses whether a renmedy will neet
applicable or relevant and appropriate federal and state
environnental |aws and/or justifies a waiver from such
requirenents. The selected renmedy nust neet this criteria
or waiver of the ARAR nuse be attained.

B. Primary Bal ancing Criteria



3. Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernanence refers to expected
residual risk and the ability of a renedy to naintain
reliable protection of human health and the environnment over
time, once cleanup | evels have been net.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume Through Treat nent
addresses the statutory preference for selecting renedia
actions that enploy treatnent technol ogi es that pernmanently
and significantly reduce toxicity, nobility, or volune of
t he hazardous substances as their principal elenent.

This preference is satisfied when treatnent is used to
reduce the principal threats at the site through destruction
of toxic contam nants, reduction of the total mass of toxic
contam nants, irreversible reduction in contam nant

nmobility, or reduction of total volune of contam nated nedi a.

5. Short-Term Ef fecti veness addresses the period of tine needed
to achi eve protection and any adverse inpacts on hunan
health and the environnment that rmay be posed, until cleanup
| evel s are achi eved.

6. Inpl erentability is the technical and adm nistrative
feasibility of a renedy, including the availability of
material s and services needed to inplenent a particular option.

7. Cost includes estimated capital and operation and
mai nt enance (8&\) costs, al so expressed as net present worth.

C Modi fying Oriteria
8. St at e Accept ance

Addr esses whether or not the State Agency agrees with or objects to any of the renedial alternatives and al so
considers State ARARS

9. Communi ty Accept ance

Addresses the public's general response to the renedial alternatives and to the Proposed Plan. The specific
responses to public coments are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary section of this ROD.

A THRESHOLD CRI TERI A:  OVERALL PROTECTI ON OF HUVAN HEALTH AND THE ENVI RONMVENT AND COWVPLI ANCE W TH
APPLI CABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS ( ARARS) :

The ARARs of nost concern for this remedial action include the follow ng:
- surface water quality standards in 35 | AC Part 302

- Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels (MCLs) pursuant to 40 CFR 141 and
Illinois Gound Water Quality Standards (I GMX) pursuant to
35 AC 620.410 in the aquifers belowthe Site

- final cover systemrequirenents of 35 | AC 811. 314, which
requires placenent of a final cover consisting of a | ow
permeability layer (either 3 feet of conpacted soil with a
permeability of 10-7 cmisec, or an FML in conbination with a

- shal | oner depth of conpacted soil, of equal or superior
performance) overlain by a protective |ayer

- actions to ninimze the destruction, |oss, or degradation of
wet| ands in Executive Order 11988 and 40 CFR 6, Appendix A
Section 6(a) (5);



restrictions on construction within floodways and fl ood

pl ains pursuant to 92 | AC Part 708, which generally requires
conpensation for lost floodway storage and conveyance, and
prohi bits increases in average channel velocity and fl ood
hei ght (U.S. EPA has deternined that the Lake County Storm
Wat er Managenent Conmi ssion Regul ati ons, which are somewhat
nmore stringent, are not ARARs, but will be seriously

consi dered during inplenentation of the renedial actions);

Nort hshore Sanitary District pretreatnent requirenents, and
restrictions on discharge of pollutants to POTVW in 40 CFR
403.5, 35 I AC 307 1101-1103, 35 I AC 310.201(a)(c), 35 IAC
310.202, 35 I AC 309(d) (e);

landfill gas management and di sposal requirenents of 35 I AC
811.311 and 811.312, which requires use of an active
perineter gas control systemand treatnment of the gas prior
to discharge to the atnosphere

TSCA di sposal regulations at 40 CF. R § 761.60 et seq., are
applicable to PCBs in concentrations of 50 ppm or greater
PCBs' ) when such PCBs' are "taken out of service" Under
the remedi al actions being considered, TSCA di sposal

regul ations could be triggered by excavati on of PCBs which
may occur during the excavation of sedinents, and during
excavation of soils and wastes for construction of the

| eachate col | ection systemand the landfill gas contro
system The TSCA di sposal regul ations nay al so be triggered
by constructing a new cover over |eachate seep soils that
contain PCBs. Pursuant to 40 CF.R § 761.60(a) (4), PCBs
nmust be disposed of: "(i) in an incinerator which conplies
with 761.70; or (ii) in a chenmical waste landfill which
conplies with 761.75." The TSCA conpliant chem cal waste
landfill disposal method is generally nmuch | ess expensive
than incineration.

The on-site consolidation and contai nnent of PCBs, whether
fromthe sediments, seep soils, or soils excavated for
construction, would not neet the follow ng chem cal waste
landfill requirenents of Section 761.75(b):

bottom liner requirenents because the |andfill does not
have a bottomliner (761.75(b) (1) and (2));

fifty foot distance between bottomliner and historica
hi gh water table (761. 75(b) (3);

| eachate collection requirements (761.75(b) (7));

Pursuant to 761.75(c) (4), the Regional Adm nistrator nay determine that one or nore of the requirenents in

761.75(b) is not necessary to protect agai nst unreasonable risk of
the PCBs, and nay wai ve such requirenments. 1In this Record of Decision, the Regiona

requirenents in 761.75(b) (1), (2), (3) and (7) for the follow ng reasons:

1.

2

the final renedial action will provide protection to
human health and the environnent agai nst unreasonabl e risks of

no significant reduction in the long termrisks woul d be

gained fromthe off-site disposal of the small quantity of
PCBs in the sedinents, seep soils, and excavated soils
since the bul k of the PCBs' will be contained in place under
the final cover; and

injury;

injury to health or the environnment from

Adm ni strator wai ves the



3. the costs for the analyses to detect the extent of PCBs'
and for off-site disposal of the PCBs' located is
potentially |arge.

Alternative 1, the No Action Alternative, would result in unacceptable risks under current conditions due to
the fire and explosion threat fromoff-site mgration of landfill gases, and detrimental inpacts on

ecol ogi cal receptors may be occurring under current conditions. Although Alternative 2 includes sedi nent and
limted wetland renmedi ation, over the long termre-energence of | eachate seeps nmay al so cause a detrinental

i npact on ecol ogical receptors. Alternative 1 would result in unacceptable risks in case of future

devel opnent of the Site. Alternatives 1 and 2, would result in unacceptable risks in case

of future ground water usage, and Illinois Gound Water Quality Standards woul d not be met in the aquifers
near the Site. It is possible that this contamination would eventual |y affect downgradi ent residential well
users.

In addition, Alternatives 1 and 2 do not conply with State of Illinois' final site cover requirements in 35

I AC 811.314. Therefore, Alternatives 1 and 2 are elimnated fromfurther consideration.

Alternatives 3, 3A, and 3B include use of a passive perineter gas ventilation systemrather than an active
perineter gas control systemas required in 35 | AC 811.311. |In addition, Alternatives 3, 3A, and 3B nay
cause nal odors beyond the property boundary in violation of 35 | AC 811.311; do not include treatnment as
required pursuant to 35 | AC 811.312; and may cause an off-site exposure risk due to the uncontrolled rel ease
of landfill gases along the perineter of the landfill. Therefore, Aternatives 3, 3A and 3B

are elimnated fromfurther consideration.

O the remaining alternatives, Aternatives 3C, 4, 4A and 4C consi der a cover consisting of only an FM.
liner. An FM. liner does not neet the requirenments of 35 | AC Part 811 for a size cover of at |east 3 feet of
conpacted soil with a hydraulic conductivity of 10-7 cnisec or less, or an alternative which has

an equival ent or greater perfornmance.

This | eaves Alternatives 4B, and 5 under consideration, both of which include use of an active perineter gas
control systemand a cap neeting or exceeding the criteria of 35 | AC 811.

Besi des use of the active perineter gas control systemand cap requirenents, all of the remaining
alternatives include a nunber of common actions that are necessary to address site risks or to achi eve ARARs,
i ncluding the foll ow ng:

1. Site access restrictions;

2. Institutional controls;

3. Additional investigation;

4. Long term nonitoring;

5. Renediation of contam nated sedinents in Yeoman Creek and
limted wetl and areas;

6. Conpliance with fl oodway/fl oodpl ain regul ations;

7. Renediation of surface soils outside of the new cover area;

8. Conpensation for |oss or damage to wetl ands;

9. Rerouting and sealing of stormdrains that go through the landfill;

10. Continuation of interimactions.
No alternative eval uati on was conducted for these conponents of the renedy because either the costs are snmall
conpared to the overall costs of the renedy, or (with one exception) there was only one |ogical alternative
to address the need. The exception is conpliance with the floodplain/floodway regul ations, for which

alternatives for conpliance will be evaluated during the renedial design phase.

Site access restrictions are necessary to protect the public fromexposure to potentially hazardous |andfill



gases and | eachate, and fromthe nechani cal conponents of the renedial action. |In addition, Site access
restrictions are necessary to naintain the Integrity of the site cover, and other conponents of the renedi al
action. The estimated cost of site access restrictions ($35,000) are very mnor conpared to the total cost
of the remedial action.

Institutional controls will include deed restrictions to prohibit future devel opment of the Site that would
be inconpatible with the renedial action.

Institutional controls will also include restrictions on usage of the contami nated ground water near the
site. The cost of institutional controls is very minor conpared to the total cost of the remedial action.

The additional investigation includes additional ground water investigation to define the extent of ground
wat er contamination. It also includes sanpling to determne the required extent of sedinent and soil

remedi ation and to verify attainment of the cleanup action levels followi ng renediation. Long term
monitoring is necessary to evaluate the long termeffectiveness of the renedy, and to detect any hazardous
conditions caused by the Site before it adversely affects public health or the environnent. The FS estinmates
that the initial cost of the long termnonitoring and ground water investigation will be $420,000, and yearly
costs will be $128, 800.

Renedi ati on of the contam nated sedinments is necessary to reduce inpacts on ecol ogi cal receptors from
relatively high concentrations of contam nants fromthe Site. Since the bulk of the contanination is being
contained on-Site, the only reasonable alternative to address the contani nated sedinents is to excavate,
consol idate and tenporarily store the contaninated sedinents on-site until finality contai ned under the new
Site cover.

Of-Site disposal is clearly nore expensive and woul d provide no significant reduction in risk.

Thus a wai ver of the TSCA di sposal requirenents is justified. The estimated cost of $200,000 is small
conpared to the total cost of the renedy.

Conpl i ance with the fl oodplain/floodway regul ations is required pursuant to 92 | AC 708 and the Lake County
Wat er shed Devel opment Ordi nance. Alternatives for conpliance with these regulations will be eval uated during
the remedi al design phase. The actual costs will depend on the results of further study to determne the

extent and inpacts of filling in the floodplain and fl oodway. Col der estinates that a reasonabl e maxi num cost
will be $652,200, which is not a large anobunt conpared to the actual cost of the

rermredy.

Remedi ation of surface soils that will be outside of the new Site cover, is necessary to reduce human health
ri sks fromexposure to PCBs on the surface soil. The cost of this action will be very mnor.

Conpensation for |oss or damage to Wetlands is required pursuant to Executive Order 11988 and 40 CFR 6,
Appendi x A Section 6(a) (5). It is expected that this cost will be mnor conpared to the total cost of the
r erredy.

Rerouting and sealing of stormdrains is necessary to prevent |eachate fornmation due to potentially |arge
vol umes of stormwater flow through the waste. This |eachate could recharge ground water or Yeonman Creek.
The estimated cost of $110,000 for Alternative 4B, is small conpared to the total cost of the renedy.

Continuation of the interimactions for nonitoring buildings north of the Site for landfill gas entry, and
operation, maintenance and nonitoring of the ventilation systeminstalled to mtigate the affects of landfill
gas entry, are necessary to protect public health fromfire and expl osion, and toxic hazards fromthe
landfill gas until the final remedial action is inplenented.

B. PRI MARY BALANCI NG CRI TERI A:  LONG TERM EFFECTI VENESS AND PERVANENCE; REDUCTION OF TOXICI TY, MOBILITY
AND VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT; SHORT- TERM EFFECTI VENESS; | MPLEMENTABI LI TY; AND COST.

Alternative 4B, is nuch less costly than Alternative 5. As stated before, these remaining alternatives

include an active perineter landfill gas control system Alternative 4B includes a Site cover using a
conposite FM. and clay liner as a barrier layer, a |leachate collection systemal ong Yeonan Creek for the
Yeoman Creek Landfill portion of the Site, but does not include relocation of Yeonan Creek away fromthe

Edwards Field area. Alternative 4B is estimated to cost $25,600,000 |ess than Alternative 5, which includes a
site cover fully consistent with RCRA Subtitle C technical guidance, slurry walls, and a ground
wat er/ | eachat e punmpout system



1. Active landfill gas control system

The active perineter landfill gas control systemis estimated to cost $1, 200,000 to construct and $115, 000
per year to operate and maintain. This is substantially nmore than the $540,000 to construct and $13, 000 per
year to operate and nmaintain the passive perinmeter control system However, this additional cost

is necessary to assure protection of the public health and to neet ARARs.

As stated previously none of the alternatives evaluated in detail include treatnent to reduce toxicity,
nobility or volune as a principle elenent. However,the remaining Alternatives, 4B, and 5 include treatnent
as a secondary el ement through inclusion of an active perineter gas collection and treatnment system The
active perinmeter trench control systemis the nost reliable systemavailable for preventing Of-Site

migration of landfill gases in the subsurface, and for addressing potential risks fromair

em ssions of landfill gases. An additional benefit of the active systemis that withdrawal of landfill gases
has potential to reduce ground water contam nation by volatile organi c conpounds (VOCS) such as benzene and
vinyl chloride by wthdrawi ng these VOCs in the vapor phase along with other landfill gases, and thus
preventing them fromrecondensing at the perineter of the landfill and contam nating ground water. No

significant short-termrisks nor inplenmentability problens are expected fromconstruction of an active
perineter gas system

2. Site cover alternatives:

The site cover fully consistent with RCRA Subtitle C technical guidance, which is included in Alternative 5
is estimated to cost $4, 400,000 nore than the Alternative 4B site cover, which also includes a conposite
barrier layer. However, Table 1 indicates that the Alternative 4B site covers would be expected to reduce
infiltration to negligible levels, even if leaks in the FM. occur. Therefore, the Alternative 5 site cover
is not cost effective. The Alternative 5 site cover also has nore inplenentability problens than the
Alternative 4B site cover due to nore disturbance of nearby businesses and residents fromtransportation of a
much | arger quantity of soil in order to construct the five foot thick cap over a grading layer with a 3%

sl ope, and nore potential to affect nearby properties and structures due to the thicker capping requirenent.
Therefore, the site cover option in Alternative 5 is screened out.

The use of a site cover with a conposite FM./clay liner barrier layer is included in Alternative 4B, but not
in Alternatives 3C, 4, 4A, or 4C. As stated before, the FM. by itself can be very effective in mnimzing
infiltration through the landfill as long as the FM. is of good quality. Nonetheless, the FM. by itself does
not conply with 35 | AC 811 requirenents.

In addition, the conposite barrier |ayer would provi de considerably nmore assurance that the site cover will
remain very effective over the long-term The estimated additional cost of use of the site cover with the
conposite FM./clay barrier |ayer conpared to a site cover using only an FM. as a barrier layer is

sunmari zed bel ow

ADDI TI ONAL CONSTRUCTI ON COSTS :$ 1,900, 000
ADDI TI ONAL ANNUAL O&M COSTS 0 $ 0

No additional short termrisks are anticipated fromconstruction of a site cover with a conposite FM./clay
barrier as proposed in Alternative 4B conpared to construction of with only an FM.. In addition, no
significant additional inplenmentation problenms are anticipated.

There may be sone concern that the Edwards Field portion of the Site should not require as effective a site
cover as the Yeonan Creek Landfill portion.

Al t hough | eachate seepage fromonly the Yeonman Creek Landfill portion of the Site had been the primary
regul atory concern during the 1970s and early 1980s, the detection of VOCs such as benzene, acetone,
trichloroethyl ene and tetrachl oroethylene, in the | eachate well sanples at Edwards Field along with the
simlar operational history indicates that an effective site cover should be placed over both the Edwards

Field Landfill and the Yeonman Creek Landfill portions of the Site.

3. Alternatives to further isolate Yeoman Greek fromthe Landfill |eachate al ong the Yeoman O eek
Landfill portion of the Site.

A | eachate collection systemfor the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion of the Site was included in

Al ternative 4B.



At the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion of the Site, sonme conditions argue against the need for neasures to
further isolate Yeoman Oreek fromthe | eachate beyond the protection provided by the new Site cover.

The new Site cover will elimnate surficial |eachate seeps; so the only nechanismfor | eachate recharge of
the Creek follow ng cover installation would be through mgration through the subsurface. A |ow perneability
cover will nearly elimnate | eachate generation due to precipitation, which will result in a

gradual decrease in the |eachate nound in the landfill, and therefore, a gradual decrease in the driving
force for | eachate recharge to the Creek.

Even after the | eachate nounds are dissipated, |eachate can be generated by novenent of ground water through
the portion of the landfilled waste that will renain below the water table. However, shallow ground water
recharge to the CGreek is apparently mnor since the base flow of the Creek is zero during parts of the year.
Water | evel neasurenents al so indicate that discharge of ground water to the Creek occurs only |ocally.
Furthernore, the ground water data indicates that there is significant natural

attenuation between the | eachate and ground water, which may also apply to the | eachate recharge of the
Creek. Consequently, there is a reasonable potential that inplenentation of the Renedy wi thout a | eachate
collection system along with natural attenuation, may expeditiously reduce |eachate to bel ow | evel s of
concern.

On the other hand, further isolation of the Creek using a | eachate collection systemor an artificial channel

al ong the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion of the Site would provide significant additional insurance that
| eachate woul d not have a continuing effect on the Creek. The primary concern is that |landfilled wastes are
within a few feet of the Creek al ong nuch of the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion. Some of this landfilled

waste may contain high concentrations of hazardous substances.

It is known that wastes likely to contain high concentrations of PCBs were disposed of in the Yeonan Creek
Landfill portion over nost, if not all, of its period of operation. The attenuation nechanisns that are
protecting the ground water may not be effective over the few feet between the landfilled waste and

Yeorman Creek. A nunber of the hazardous substances detected in the | eachate at the Yeoman Creek Landfill
portion of the Site may have an adverse inpact on ecol ogi cal receptors, including PCBs, |ead, zinc, acetone
and cyanide. Therefore, even |ocal recharge of Yeoman Creek fromthe Yeonman Creek portion of the Site is of
concern. Since 30-40%of the landfill wastes will renain below the water table even after the | eachate nound
in the landfill dissipates, sone |eachate will be generated from novenent of ground water through the wastes,
and sone of this could recharge Yeonan Creek.

It is preferable to construct a |l eachate collection systemor artificial channel now in conjunction with
construction of the new site cover because the design can be integrated with the Site cover design to

maxi m ze effectiveness. After construction of the site cover construction of the Creek isolation nmeasures
woul d likely be nore expensive due to additional nobilization costs, and the need to repair portions of the
Site cover damaged during the construction. Furthernore, the Renedial Investigation (see Section 4.2.1.2.2)
indicates that it may be difficult to detect the inpact of |eachate on Yeonan Creek through the nonitoring
program As a consequence, concentrations of |ess nobile contam nants such as PCBs could build up over tine
wi t hout bei ng det ect ed.

The | eachate collection trenches as proposed in Alternatives 4 and 4B woul d provide an effective barrier to
prevent |eachate from seeping into Yeoman Creek during dissipation of the | eachate nounds in the landfill, in
the event that the site cover is not effective, and woul d prevent |eachate generated from ground water
movenent from seeping into Yeorman O eek.

The estinmated additional costs for the | eachate collection systemincluding treatnent and di sposal are
sunmmari zed bel ow

CONSTRUCTI ON COSTS FOR LEACHATE COLLECTION $ 300, 000

ADDI TI ONAL ANNUAL C&M COSTS : $ 87,000

ADDI TI ONAL PRESENT WORTH : $1, 500, 000
The construction cost of the | eachate collection systemfor the Yeoman CGreek Landfill portion is relatively
nodest. The nmmjor portion of the present worth cost is for operation and mai ntenance. It is expected that

as the | eachate nound dissipates that the flowinto the | eachate collection systemwi |l decreased and, as a
result, operation and mai ntenance costs will al so decrease.

There are sone addition potential short termrisks fromexposure to |eachate during construction and
operation of the |eachate collection system However, these risks are controllable through inplenmentation of



standard wor ker safety procedures.

Alternative 4A includes use of a corrugated steel arch pipe with underdrains to collect |eachate to isolate
Yeoman Creek fromthe Yeoman Creek Landfill portion of the Site, instead of a | eachate collection system
Use of corrugated steel arch pipe is estinmated to cost $1, 300,000 nore to construct than a | eachate
collection systemw th no decrease in operation and mai ntenance costs. This Alternative is not expected to
be significantly nore effective than the | eachate collection system Therefore, Alternative 4A is screened
out .

4. Aternatives to further isolate Yeoman Oreek fromthe Landfill |eachate along the Edwards Field Landfill
portion of the Site.

Alternative 4B includes no further actions beyond the new Site cover to control |eachate fromthe Edwards
Field Landfill portion of the Site. Alternatives 4 and 4A include relocation of Yeoman Creek away fromthe
Edwards Field area to further isolate Yeoman Creek fromthe | eachate.

Conditions are significantly different at the Edwards Field Landfill portion of the Site. A ong the Edwards
Field Landfill, the Creek is generally a losing stream which indicates that recharge by the ground water is
unlikely. There is no definitive evidence that wastes contai ning high concentrations of PCBs were di sposed
of at the Edwards Field Landfill portion. In addition, PCBs were detected in only one |eachate well sanple
at a very low concentration an the Edwards Field Landfill portion. Cyanide was not detected in the | eachate
at the BEdwards Field Landfill, and |l ead, zinc and acetone were detected at | ower concentrations than at the
Yeoman Creek Landfill portion.

Finally, even if the | eachate does recharge the Creek, there is an approximately 30 foot buffer between the
Creek and the landfilled waste, which woul d be expected to provide significant attenuation especially for
relatively insoluble contam nants such as PCBs and | ead.

Therefore, it appears that the Site remedy w thout further neasures to isolate the Edwards Field Landfill
portion fromthe Creek will be effective in protecting Yeoman Creek. As a result, |eachate collection or
rel ocation of Yeoman Creek away from Edwards Fi el d does not appear to be necessary (even though the

cost of relocating Yeoman Creek is relatively nodest ($280,000) and the short terminpacts are not expected
to be significant).

5. Contai nment of |eachate and contam nated ground water with slurry walls with ground water extraction.

Alternative 5 would contain | eachate and contani nated ground water from both Yeoman Creek and the anbi ent
ground water using slurry walls and ground water extraction within the slurry wall. Its prinmary advant age
over Alternative 4B is that it would prevent off-site mgration of contam nated ground water. However, this
advant age woul d be gained at a very najor increase in costs conpared to Alternative 4B ($ 16 mllion in
addi tional construction costs and $430,000 in additional annual costs). Considering the relatively mnor

| evel s of ground water contam nation and the fact that the ground water in the vicinity of the Site is not
presently being used, this additional cost does not appear to be justified. As previously noted in Section
I1.B, regarding the risks fromground water exposures, the ground water contamination is presently limted
even though the Site does not have an effective site cover.

The substantial reduction in infiltration using an effective site cover woul d reduce inpacts on the ground
water, and nost likely would result in the aquifiers near the Site eventually neeting the ground water

renedi ation goals (except for paraneters that naturally exceed the goals) as a result of controlling the
source, natural biodegradation, and other attenuation mechani sns. The results of the HELP nodel runs in Table
1, denonstrate that infiltration can be nearly elimnated using the site covers in Alternative 4B, w thout

construction of a site cover that fully conplies with RCRA Subtitle C technical guidance. In addition, the
| eachate collection systemal ong the Yeoman Oreek Landfill portion of the site along with the site cover wll
effectively isolate Yeoman Creek fromthe landfill w thout construction of

the deep slurry walls.

Alternative 5 has inplementability problens including a | ack of space along the perinmeter of the landfill for
construction of slurry walls, nore disturbance of nearby busi nesses and residents due to inporting a nuch
larger quantity of soil in order to construct the five foot thick cap over a grading layer with a 3%

sl ope, and nore potential to affect nearby properties and structures due to the thicker cappi ng requirenent.
Therefore, Alternative 5 is screened out.

C MODI FYI NG CRI TERI A:  STATE AGENCY ACCEPTANCE; COVMUNI TY ACCEPTANCE.



The State of Illinois concurs in the U S. EPA preferred alternative.

A representative of the potentially responsible parties (PRP) participating in preparation of the Renedial

I nvestigation/ Feasibility study (RI/FS) has indicated that the group favors Alternative 3C, which does not
include a |l eachate collection systemal ong the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion, and includes the active
landfill gas control system and a site cover using only an FM. for the barrier layer. Aternative 3Cis
estimated to cost $22,000,000 in present worth. U S. EPA agrees with use of the active gas control system
but al so believes that the additional |ong-term protectiveness and permanence, and reduction in |eachate
generation justifies the additional $ 1.7 nillion construction cost for a site cover with a conposite
FM./clay barrier layer. |In addition, a barrier layer consisting of only an FM. does not conply with either
the capping ARAR 35 | AC 811 or the current capping requirenents applicable under 35 | AC 807 as

proposed by PRP representatives.

The Gty of \Waukegan, the Waukegan Park District and Waukegan School District #60, which are PRPs, have
expressed concern regarding their budgetary constraints, and, in particular, urged U S. EPA to use discretion
in regarding the costs of the cap alternatives, the slurry wall, |eachate collection, relocation of Yeonan
Creek, and ground water renedi ation.

It should be noted that U S. EPA's preferred alternative does not include the expensive site cover, slurry
wal | or ground water control neasures included in Alternative 5. U S EPA s preferred alternative al so does
not include a | eachate collection systemalong the Edward's Field Landfill nor relocation of Yeoman Creek
away from Edward's Fiel d.

In its cooments on the draft Feasibility Study, the Lake County Heal th Departnent supported the foll ow ng
conponents in the selected renedy: a site cover with a conposite FM./clay; a |eachate collection system
al ong Yeoman Creek; an active gas control system and soil and sedinment renediation. U S. EPA's preferred
Al ternative includes all of these conponents.

Residents in the vicinity of the Site are expected to favor U S. EPA's preferred alternative since it wll

elimnate the landfill gas mgration problemwi thout causing potential off-site risks and odor problens. In
addition, U S. EPA's preferred alternative will not entail nearly as rmuch disruption of |ocal businesses as
Alternative 5 because the Site cover will not be as thick and because | ess soil would have to be inported
onto the site. 1In spite of this, US EPAs preferred alternative will inpact sone

| ocal businesses, potentially including consolidation of wastes from or construction of the site cover over
busi ness property in |locations where |andfilled wastes extend onto the properties, including property at
1401- 1451 Col f Road, 2122 Yeonan Street, and 1615 Sunset Avenue. The exact dinensions and | ocation of the
cover will be devel oped during the design of the U S. EPA s selected renedial alternative.

X THE SELECTED REMEDY

The selected renmedy is Alternative 4B. Alternative 4B, includes the follow ng conponents (these conponents
are further expanded including discussion of ARARs for each conponent)

A.  Construction of a new cover over the Landfill to nmininmze infiltration precipitation through the
landfill, consisting of the following (see options 4A and 4B Figure 7):

- a 3 foot frost protection layer including top soil and vegetati on;

- a geosynthetic drainage layer with a hydraulic conductivity
of an least 20 cnisec and with a protective geotextile
filter fabric above the layer to prevent plugging;

- a 3 foot Conpacted Clay Layer, or a barrier of equal or
exceedi ng performance, such as a conposite barrier |ayer
consisting of a 40 m| very |ow density pol yethyl ene |iner
(or equivalent) over either a geosynethic clay liner (GCL)
or a 2-foot conpacted clay |ayer;

- a gas ventilation layer with a hydraulic conductivity of an
least 10-3 cmisec with a protective geotextile filter fabric
above it if the conpacted clay |ayer option is inplenented,



- a grading layer to provide a 2% slope after settlenent;
1. Further Description

The construction quality control staff nust be certified by the National Institute of Certification and
Engi neeri ng Technol ogi es.

A GCL consists of a thin layer of bentonire clay incorporated into a geosynthetic nmesh. The GCL nust be
capabl e of producing a continuous |ow perneability clay |ayer below the FM.. The GCL nust be able to

wi t hstand construction without tearing and nust be self healing

Remedi al Design concepts (i.e. nmounding cap design; linited consolidation) to mnimze the volume of grading
materials and the aerial extent of the landfill cover will be considered during the Renedial Design phase

The 3 foot Conpacted O ay Layer nust have a hydraulic conductivity of less than 1 X 10-7 cnisec. A conposite
barrier must have conpacted clay or equival ent construction material nust have a hydraulic conductivity |ess
that 1 X 10-6 cnisec. The conpacted clay layer, or equivalent material, woul d nake up sone of the grading

| ayer over theSite so as not to increase the quantity of inported soils needed. Al ong the edges of the
landfill where a grading |ayer woul d not be needed, the conpacted clay |ayer can be

constructed by scarifying and conpacting the existing soil cover to the greatest extent possible.

The conposite layer landfill cover will provide source control, the mechani smfor preventing future ground
wat er contami nation. Natural attenuation will abate existing ground water contam nation

2. ARARSs:

This final cover systemw |l nmeet the requirenments of State of Illinois regulations 811.314 (which requires a
barrier layer at least as effective as 3 feet of conpacted clay with a hydraulic conductivity of 10-7
cnmisec), and 811.322 (slope, vegetation and on-site structure requirenents), for new solid waste landfills.
I'n conjunction with other portions of the remedy, it also neets the closure performance standard for solid
waste landfills in 35 | AC 807.502 (m nimze future mai ntenance and rel eases). In

addition, Ambient Air Quality Standards 40 CF.R 8§ 50.6 and 35 | AC 811. 103 are ARARs for the construction
operation. Inpacts on wetlands shall be subject to Executive Order 11990, 40 CFR 6 Appendi x A, and Section
404 of the dean Water Act.

RCRA hazardous waste landfill site cover requirenents are not considered ARARs because there is no
docunentation that |isted RCRA hazardous wastes were di sposed of at the Site, and because none of the

| eachat e sanpl es even cane close to neeting the definition of the RCRA hazardous waste by characteristic
However, because of the presence of PCBs and ot her hazardous substances at the Site, the RCRA site cover
requi renents shoul d be consi dered

The selected site cover neets all of the criteria recommended in RCRA technical guidance docunents for a
hazardous landfill covers, with the follow ng exceptions: use of a 2% sl ope instead of a 3% sl ope and
acceptance of a 1 X 10-6 cnisec conpacted clay instead of 1 X 10-7 cnisec in a conposite barrier. Use of a
2% sl ope instead of 3%w |l reduce the quantity of soil that nust be inported to the Site substantially,
which is a significant consideration both because of the costs and because the disruption that the
construction will cause to adjacent businesses and residents. Use of 1 X 10-6 cm sec instead of 1 X 10-7
cmi sec as the hydraulic conductivity requirenent for the conposite barrier conpacted clay will increase the
i kelihood that |ocal clays can be used for the construction, and may reduce costs. Neither the reduced

sl ope requirenent nor the reduced hydraulic conductivity requirenent is expected to significantly increase
infiltration through the landfill.

B. I mpl erent ati on of a conprehensive, |ong-termnonitoring systemwhich shall include sanpling for

| eachat e, groundwater at the edge of the landfill contents, surface water and creek sedinments. Action |evels
will be established in the nonitoring plan and shall include Maxi mum Contam nant Levels (40 CFR 141) and 35

I AC 620

In the event that Action Levels are exceeded for a specified nunber of sanpling events (to be determ ned and
approved by U S. EPA after construction of the Site cap), construction and operation of a | eachate collection
system al ong both sides of Yeonan Creek adjacent to the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion of the

Site to prevent |eachate and | eachate contami nated ground water fromentering or seeping into Yeonman Creek
will be required

1. Further Description: |f determ ned necessary, the |eachate collection systemis expected to consi st



of a trench extending 12 to 18 inches bel ow the | evel of Yeoman Greek. The trench will be lined with a
nenbrane on the creek side in order to attenpt to limt infiltration of creek water.

The trench will be capped with a clay surface seal.

Leachate will be collected in a 2 inch dianmeter pipe and will drain to a sunp, fromwhich it will be punped
to a storage and treatnent system It is anticipated that the | eachate would either be treated (if
necessary) and discharged to the North Shore Sanitary District treatnent system or transported off-site for
di sposal .

Excavated material, which will include |andfilled wastes, fromthe | eachate collection trench shall be
consol idated and tenporarily stored on-site before being contained under the new Site cover, in the sane
manner as the contam nated sedi nents as described in Section X.D. The construction and consolidation shall
be conducted in a manner that prevents any rel ease of contam nants fromthe Site into Yeoman Creek,

the wetl ands, or other off-site soils.

2. ARARSs:

If the |eachate is discharged to the North Shore Sanitary District, the followi ng ARARs will be applied: 40
CFR 403.5 (pretreatment standards); Northshore Sanitary District regul ations; 35 | AC 307.1101-1103 (sewer

di scharge criteria) ; 35 I AC 310.201(a) and (c) (pretreatment standards); 35 | AC 310.202 (pretreatnent
standards); and 35 | AC 309(d) and 309(e) (leachate treatnment and di sposal).

If the leachate is discharged to Yeonan Creek, the following ARARs will apply: surface water standards in 35
I AC Part 302; effluent standards 35 | AC 304.

40 CFR 122.44 (requires permt for direct discharge), 35 | AC Part 302 (water quality standards), 35 | AC
811.103 (run off fromdisturbed areas), Federal Water Pollution Control Act Section 111(b) (3), 40 CFR 110.6
(di scharge prohibited), dean Air Act Section 101, 40 CFR 52, 40 CFR 61 shall be construction requirenents.

Al t hough no testing of excavated wastes and soils will be required, it is possible that some of the waste and
soil s excavated for the | eachate collection systemmay contain PCBs exceeding 50 ppm Excavation of these
wastes and soils and consolidation on-site could be considered disposal of PCBs pursuant to 40 CFR 761.1(b).

In this case, 40 CFR 761.60(a) (4) would require any non-liquid PCBs at concentrations of 50 ppmor greater
in the formof contam nated soil, rags, or other debris shall be disposed of: (i) in an incinerator which
conplies with 761.70; or (ii) in a chenmical waste landfill which conplies with 761.75.

The sel ected renmedy provides for disposal of the PCBs in a landfill that does not neet the follow ng chem cal
waste landfill requirements of Section 761.75(b): bottomliner requirements because the landfill does not
have a bottomliner (761.75(b) (i) or (2) leachate collection requirement and requirenent for a

fifty foot distance between bottomliner and historical high water table (76i.75(b)(3) and (b)(7)), and
landfill operation requirenent (76i.75(b) (8). However, pursuant to 761.75(c) (4), the Regional

Adm ni strator has determined that for this Site the requirenents in 761.75(b) (1), (2), (3) , (7), and (8)
are not necessary to protect human health and the environment. For this Site, the |low permeability site
cover, leachate collection system if indicated, long termnonitoring, access restrictions, and institutional
controls included in the selected renedy provide protection to the public health and the environment. Since
the remedy provides for containnent of the bulk of the PCB contam nation, which will not be noved, below the
new site cover, no additional protection to the public health or the environnment would be added by off-site
transport and di sposal of the |eachate collection material in an incinerator conplying with 761.70 or in a
chem cal waste landfill conplying with 761.75(b). The witten statenent of this finding and wai ver by the
Regi onal Administrator, as required in 761.75(c) (4), is provided by signing this Record of Decision.

The nmaterial excavated for the | eachate collection systemw ||l be consolidated and tenporarily stored above
the 100 year flood elevation. The renmedy will conply with 40 CFR 761.75(b) (4) (ii), which requires
di version of surface water run-off froma 24-hour, 25-year storm

The remedy will also conply with 761. 75(b) (5), which requires a site to have a noderate relief, 761.75(b)
(6), which requires surface water and ground water nonitoring, and 761.75(b) (9), which includes
requirenents for support facilities.

Regul ations relevant to active landfilling operations such as the waste handling requirenents of 811. 105,
106, and 107, are not ARARs but shoul d be considered. These regul ations should not be ARARs because the



operations and conditions for this remedial action are very different fromthe operations and conditions at
operating landfills.

The Yeoman Creek Landfill along with adjacent and downstream contami nated sedi nents w thin Yeoman Creek, and
contanminated soils adjacent to the Landfill, constitute a single area of contam nation. Therefore,
excavation of contam nated sediments in Yeoman Creek and excavation of soils and landfilled wastes

away from Yeoman Oreek and consolidation on-site for final containment under the Site cover along with the
rest of the landfilled wastes, does not constitute placenent or disposal and, therefore, will not trigger the
storage, handling or disposal requirenents of RCRA, TSCA, or the State of Illinois Waste Di sposal Regul ati ons
(the treatnment and air emnission requirenents relevant to hazardous waste in 40 CFR 260-268 and 35 | AC 724 are
not anticipated to be ARARs since no |isted hazardous wastes are known to have been di sposed of in the
Landfill and the | eachate sanples collected were not even close to the criteria for a hazardous waste by
characteristic.) The | eachate collection systemrequirenents in 35 | AC 307, 308 and 309 [except for 309(d)
and 309(e)] shall not be ARARs since these requirements relate to construction of new landfills having a
bottom liner and drai nage system

Regul ations relative to stabilization of hazardous wastes such as 40 CFR 264.228(a) (2), which requires
elimnation of free liquids by renoval or solidification, and stabilization of remaining wastes and waste
resi dues to support a cover are not ARARs because the consolidation operation on the existing Site cover is
much different than the type of operation in a surface inpoundnent. |In addition, there is no docunmentation
identifying that |isted hazardous wastes were di sposed of on the Site, and | eachate sanples fromthe Site
have not even cone close to neeting the criteria for a RCRA hazardous waste.

Construction and operation of an active perineter landfill gas collection and treatnent system

1. Further Description: A landfill gas collection trench will be constructed along the perineter of the
Landfill except along the sides that are adjacent to Yeonan Creek or the wetlands (see Figure 8). A bl ower
or fan will be used to renove the gases fromthe perineter trench system One trench systemand bl ower will
be | ocated on the northern portion of the landfill, and another in the Edwards Field area. The gases
collected will be directed to the center of either the northern portion of the Site or to the center of the
Edwards Field area for treatnent by flaring or some other equally effective nethod.

2. ARARS: The following ARARs will be applied: Cdean Air Act Sections 101 and 40 CFR 52 (requires design
of an odor free operation, and filing an air pollution emssion notice); 40 CFR 61 (limts on hazardous air
pollutants); 35 I AC B11.311 (requires active gas control systen) ; 35 | AC 811. 312

(requires treatnment of collected landfill gas); and 35 | AC 211, 212, 214, 215, 216, and 217 (em ssion

regul ations).

C. Excavation and consolidation of contam nated sedinents and surface soils inlimted wetland areas
exceedi ng cl eanup action |evels:

1. Further Description: |t may be advantageous to excavate sedinments within the main channel of Yeonan
Creek and wetl and sediment as shown in Figure 5 in order to facilitate conpliance with floodplain/fl ocodway
regulations. In this case the excavation can be conducted without prelimnary

sanpling provided that the excavation is conducted in a manner that will not negatively inpact the wetland
hydr ol ogy.

Fol | owi ng the excavation, the sedinments shall be consolidated and contai ned as descri bed bel ow.

O herwi se, only sedinents within the main channel of Yeoman Creek and sedinents in the wetland south of
Edwar ds Field that exceed the followi ng cleanup action |evels (CALs) shall be excavated, consolidated
on-site, tenporarily contained under a tenporary site cover to prevent wind and water erosion, and then
permanent |y contai ned under the new site cover provided that the excavation is conducted in a nmanner

that will not negatively inmpact the wetland hydrol ogy. Prior to the excavation, conposite sanples should be
coll ected on every 100-500 feet of streamlength and 40,000 square feet of surface area to eval uate whether
the rel evant portion of the sedinent attains the CALs

However, if it is denonstrated to the satisfaction of U S. EPA that a paraneter within an area exceeds the
CAL for that paraneter solely because of a source other than the Site, then sedinent excavation wthin that
area need not be perforned.

The excavation, consolidation, and tenporary contai nnent shall be conducted in a manner that mnimzes
rel ease of contamnants fromthe Site into Yeoman Creek, the wetlands, or other off-site soils. It is



anticipated that for tenporary containment, a bermw || be constructed around desi gnated areas on the Site.
The excavated sedinments will be placed within these berned areas to a depth not expected to exceed 1 foot.
After the excavated sedi nents have dewatered to a consistency that can support |ow ground pressure earthwork
equi pnent, the sediments will be covered with at |least 6 inches of clean soil.

2. Definition of CALs: Following is a list of the sedinment CALs. The derivation of these CALs is
descri bed in Attachment 1.

For PCBs8: [A-1242]/2+[A-1248] +10 X [A-1254] = 3.4 ny/ kg
For Lead: 180 nu/kg
For PAHs: 26 ng/kg
For Zinc: 317 ng/kg

3. ARARs: The following ARARs shall be applied: 40 CFR 110.6 (discharge prohibited); Water Quality
Standards 35 | AC Part 302; 35 | AC 811.103 (run off fromdisturbed areas); Executive O der 11990 (wetl and
protection); 40 CFR 6 Appendi x A (wetland protection); 40 CFR 6.302(g) (fish and wildlife protection); d ean
Air Act Section 101; 40 CFR 52;

8 A- neans Arochl or.
40 CFR 61.

Regul ations relevant to active landfilling operations such as the waste handling requirenents of 811.105,
106, and 107, are not ARARs but shoul d be considered. These regul ations should not be ARARs because the
operations and conditions for this renedial action are very different fromthe operations and conditions at
operating landfills.

Sonme of the excavated sedinents may contain PCBs exceeding 50 ppm Excavation of these sedinents and
consolidation on-site could be considered di sposal of PCBs pursuant to 40 CFR 761.1(b). 1In this case, 40 CFR
761.60(a) (5) requires either: disposal of the sedinents in an incinerator conplying with 761.70; a chem cal
waste landfill conplying with 761.75; or by an alternative nethod approved by the Regional Adm nistrator.
Pursuant to 761.75(c) (4), the Regional Adm nistrator has determined that for this Site the requirenments in
761.75 (b) (1), (2), (3) , (7) and (8) are not necessary to protect human health and the environnment, and
that on-site consolidation, tenporary containment, final containment under a | ow perneability cover, |ong
termnonitoring, access restrictions, and institutional controls provide adequate protection to health and
the environnent. Since the remedy provides for contai nment of the bulk of the

PCB contami nati on, which will not be noved, below the new site cover, no additional protection to the public
health or the environment would be added by requiring the very costly off-site transport and di sposal of the
cont am nat ed sedi ments exceedi ng 50 ppmof PCBs in an incinerator conplying with 761.70 or in a chenical
waste landfill conplying with 761.75(b).

The witten statement of this finding and wai ver by the Regional Admi nistrator, as required in 761.75 (c)
(4), is provided by signing this Record of Decision.

As previously noted in Section X.C, RCRA and State of Illinois Solid Waste regul ations will not be applicable
to the novenent of contam nated sedi nents because the action constitutes consolidation and not placenent or
di sposal. Also as noted in Section X.C, regulations relative to stabilization of hazardous wastes such as 40
CFR 228(a) (2) are not considered rel evant and appropri ate.

It should be noted that excavated sedinents will be allowed to dewater on-site. This will result in seepage
of a small armount of additional water through the existing site cover and generation of sone additional

| eachate. However, the quantity of |eachate generated will be very mnor conpared to the total estinated
quantity of |eachate generated by Infiltration of precipitation through the site cover (the

esti mat ed nmaxi mum vol une of sedi nent excavated will be 7,220 cubic yards, of which possibly 20% wi | |
infiltrate through the cover, conpared to 67,000 cubic yards per year of |eachate generated under existing
condi tions).

D. Actions, including investigations, nodeling, alternative evaluation, and inplenentation necessary to
comply with the Illinois Department of Transportation regulations (92 | AC 708) and the Lake County Storm



Wat er Managenent Commi ssion \Wat ershed Devel opment Ordi nance. Conpliance may entail: creation of
conpensatory storage for lost flood plain and fl oodway storage; use of artificial channels conbined with
detention facilities or other technologies to maintain streamcapacity w thout increasing the average

vel ocity through the Site; excavation of landfill wastes and soils at the Site out of the floodway and fl ood
pl ain and consolidation and tenporary contai nnent on-site for final containment under the new Site cover;
approval of a variance fromthe fl oodway and fl ood plain regul ations by the regul atory Agenci es.

If excavation and on-site consolidation and tenporary contai nnent of wastes occurs, it shall be conducted in
the same manner as described in Section X B for excavation of wastes for the | eachate collection system

1. ARARs: The following ARARs shall be applied: 92 |IAC 708; Lake County Watershed Devel opnent

Ordi nance; 40 CFR 6.302(g) (wetlands protection); 35 | AC 811.103 run off fromdisturbed areas); 35 | AC 311(b)
(3); 40 CFR 110.6; Water Quality Standards 35 | AC Part 302; Executive Order 11990; 40 CFR 6 Appendi x A, 40
CFR 230.70; 40 CFR 6.302(g); Cean Air Act Section 101; 40 CFR 52; 40 CFR 61.

If excavation and on-site consolidation and tenporary contai nnent of wastes occurs, the sane ARARs for these
operations identified in Section X B shall apply.

E. Rerouting and sealing stormdrains that go through the Landfill.
1. Further description: It is expected that two stormdrains that go through the Yeonan Creek Landfill

portion will have to be rerouted and seal ed (see Figure 6). Drains that originate on-site will be sealed
under the new site cover, and so will not need to be relocated or seal ed.

2. ARARs: Executive Order 119990; 40 CFR 6, Appendix A, 40 CFR and 40 CFR 6.302(g) (fish and wildlife
protection). In addition, the Lake County \Watershed Devel oprment Ordi nance Article IV.D should be considered.
F. Actions to minimze the destruction, |oss, or degradati on of wetlands, including conmpensation for

wetl ands that will be adversely affected by the sel ected renedial action.

1. Further Description: This shall include actions to prevent or minimze negative inmpacts on the

wet | ands due to construction activities and the final renedy. Conpensation shall be provided for wetlands
that are lost or negatively inpacted by the renedial actions. A detailed wetland mtigation plan is
required.

2. ARARs: The followi ng ARARs shall be applied: dean Water Act Section 404; Executive Order 119990; 40
CFR 6, Appendix A; and 40 CFR 6.302(g). |In addition, the Lake County Watershed Devel opnent Ordinance Article
I V. D shoul d be consi dered.

G Attai nment of surface water quality standards by control of the source of contam nation.

1. Further Description: No active surface water renediation will be conducted, but surface water quality
standards shall be attained and the potential risk identified in the Renedial |nvestigation due to detection
of cyanide and acetone elimnated (except for paranmeters that exceed the standards because of reasons not
related to a rel ease from

the Site) by controlling the source including construction of the new site cover, and the |eachate collection
system al ong Yeoman Creek along the northern portion of the landfill.

2. ARARs: The following ARARs shall apply unless the exceedance is due to a condition that is not
related to a release fromthe Site: 35 | AC 302. Federal Anbient Water Quality Criteria are not ARARS
because fish are usually not present in Yeonan Creek because it is an intermttent stream

H. Attai nment of ground water quality standards by control of the source of contami nation with no
contingency for initiating direct renmediati on of ground water is included.

1. Further Description: No active ground water renediation will be conducted, but ground water quality
standards shall be attained and the potential risk identified in the Renedial Investigation due to detection
of vinyl chloride, benzene, bhis(2-ethylhexyl)phthal ate, pentachl orophenol, arsenic, beryllium and | ead shall
be reduced or elimnated to the extent that the contamnation is due to a release fromthe Landfill by
controlling the source by construction of the new site cover, and operation of the active landfill gas
control system No contingency for initiation of active ground water renediation is included for the

foll owi ng reasons:



- the ground water is already close to neeting cleanup
requi renents (except for constituents that nay not be
Site related) -- apparently considerabl e ground water
protection is being provided even without an inproved
cap through natural mechani sms such as bi odegradati on
absorption onto organi c deposits, and other attenuating
mechani sns;

- the ground water is not used in the vicinity of the
Site and usage restrictions are in place;

2. ARARs: Wthin a three dinmensional region of ground water that exceeds Illinois Gound Water Quality
Standards in 35 | AC 620.410 and 620.420 as appropriate due to a release at the Site, a ground water
managenment zone shall be defined consistent with 35 | AC 620. 250. The source contai nnent neasures inpl enent ed
under the selected renmedy shall constitute an approved corrective action for the ground

water as it relates to 35 | AC 620.250. Therefore, inplenentation of the selected remedy will satisfy the
criteria defined in 35 | AC 620.250(a). Gound water nanagenent period required pursuant to 620.250(b) shal
be 30 years fromthe date of conpletion of construction. |In accordance with 35 | AC 620. 450, at the end of
the 30 year period, the ground water standard for each constituent shall either be: the IGNS in 35 | AC

620. 410 or 620.420 as appropriate if such standard is attained for that constituent; or the concentration as
determi ned by ground water monitoring, if such concentration does not attain the

rel evant | GAS.

The remedy shall also attain the Prinmary Federal Maxi mum Contam nant Levels (40 CFR 141)

l. Addi tional investigation to define a ground water nanagenent zone, the extent of sedinent excavation
and basel i ne wetl and conditions.

1. Addi tional ground water sanpling is needed to define the three dinmensional area of the ground water
managenment zone. Additional sanpling nay be required to define the required extent of sedi ment excavation,
including collecting conposite sanples every 100-500 feet of streamlength and 40,000 square feet of surface
area inthe linmted wetland areas identified in Figure 5. The Renedial Investigation did not adequately
define the baseline quality of the wetlands south and east of the Site. Therefore, a nore

t hor ough ecol ogi cal eval uation shall be conducted, including characterization of water, habitat, and
vegetative quality in the wetlands. These will be used as a baseline for the |long termnonitoring.

2. ARARs: The foll owing ARARs shall be applied: 35 |IAC 250.

J. Encl osi ng Yeoman Creek in a corrugated steel sem -arch pipe, as necessary for construction of the site
cover. ARARs would be the same as others identified for actions that may inpact wetlands and wildlife

K. Excavation and consol i dati on under the new cover of limted soils and wastes potentially contam nated by
the Site that will be outside of the site cover, and that exceed 10 ng/ kg pol ychl ori nated bi phenyls. ARARs
are the sane as other actions that involve noving soil that may be contaninated by PCBs. In

addition, the 10ng/ kg action level is fromthe PCB Spill O eanup Policy for non-restricted access areas (40
CFR 761.125(c) (4) (V).

L. Continuation of landfill gas interimumeasure: To provide continued protection frompotential |andfill
gas entry into adjacent buildings, the landfill gas nonitoring and interimactions provided for in the
present Amended Consent Order for the Remedial investigation/Feasibility Study shall continue unti

full operation of the active perineter gas control systemis initiated

M Long termnonitoring of ground water, surface water, surface sedinents, landfill gas em ssions, and
wetl and conditions to verify the effectiveness of the renedial action

1. Further Description: Long termground water, surface water, surface sedinment, landfill gas enissions
and wetl and nonitoring shall be conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of the renedial actions.

2. ARARs: Applicable ARARs include 35 | AC 807. 318

N. I mpl erent ati on of access restrictions, including enclosing the entire Site in a fence and posting
war ni ng si gns.



(0] I mposition of deed restrictions prohibiting future usage of the Site for purposes that are
inconsistent with the sel ected renedy;

P. Long term mai nt enance or post-closure care.

1. Long term mai nt enance shall be provided to the site cover, the | eachate collection system and the
active landfill gas control system

2. ARARs:  Applicable ARARs include 35 | AC 811.111(c), 807.318, 811.316.

I X STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

US EPA s preferred alternative is believed to provide the best bal ance of trade-offs anmobng alternatives
with respect to the criteria used to evaluate renedies. Based on the information available an this tine,
therefore, U S. EPA and the State of Illinois believe the preferred alternative would protect human

health and the environnment, would conply with ARARs, woul d be cost-effective, and would utilize pernanent
solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the naxi num extent
practicable. The preferred alternative will not satisfy the preference for treatnent as a principal elenent.

X DOCUMENTATI ON CF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The U.S. EPA Proposed Plan, May 1995, identified Alternative 4B as the recomrended alternative for Yeoman
Creek Landfill. 1In addition to a landfill cover with a conposite barrier layer consisting of a Flexible
Menbrane Liner over a Geosynthetic Qay Liner or a Flexible Menbrane Liner over a Conpacted O ay Liner
with Active Gas Control, a |eachate collection systemwas al so proposed.

During the public comrent period, the Yeoman Creek Steering Conmittee submtted comrents relating to the type
of landfill cap (see Responsiveness Summary for U S. EPA responses) and | eachate coll ection system proposed
by U S EPA At a July 30, 1996, neeting with the Yeoman Creek Steering Conmittee, the comittee

again urged U. S. EPA to reconsider the need to construct a | eachate collection systemduring the initial

i mpl enentati on of Remedial Action.

The current site conditions indicate that the Yeoman Creek portion of the landfill is discharging only
limted volurme of |eachate (500 gallons per day or 0.3 gallons per mnute into Yeonan Creek.) Furthernore,
construction of a conposite barrier cover, as recomrended in the U'S. EPA Proposed Plan, will mninize the
production of |eachate within the landfill; therefore, the volune of |eachate discharging into Yeonan Creek
will be further reduced.

Based upon review of the current site conditions, U S. EPA has determined that in lieu of initially
constructing the | eachate collection system a long-termnonitoring systemshall be inplenented. The
long-termnonitoring systemw |l nonitor the | eachate production in the landfill and nonitor quantity and
qual ity of |eachate discharging into Yeoman Cr eek.

The sanpling and anal ysis shall include | eachat e/ groundwat er sanpling along Yeonan Creek, sedi ment and
surface water sanpling in Yeoman Creek, and | eachate sanpling within the landfill. Furthernore, the
installation of additional nmonitoring wells and piezoneters will be necessary to eval uate whether the
| eachat e/ groundwater fromthe landfill continues to discharge into Yeonan Creek.

Action levels for surface water and | eachate/ groundwater |evels shall be MCLs and 35 | AC 620 standards. The
i npact on the sediments would be determ ned by conparing the |evel of contam nants in the sedinents during
the nmonitoring period with the level of contaminants in the sedinments i mediately after sedi ment excavation
in Yeoman Creek.

In the event that the specified standards are exceeded, construction, operation and naintenance of the
| eachate collection systemshall be required of the parties responsible for inplenmentati on of Remedial Action
and long term operati on and mai nt enance.



ATTACHVENT 1 TO THE RECORD CF DECI SI ON SUMVARY

Attachrment 1 to the Record of Decision Summary expl ai ns the devel opnent of sedi ment cleanup action |evels
(CALs) by U S. EPA. The risk calculations for devel opnent of these CALs were perforned by | CF Kai ser under
U S. EPA oversight and are incorporated into the Remedi al Investigation Report.

l. Sanpl i ng

Sanpling area: A conposite sanple should be collected every 100-500 feet of streamlength and 40, 000 square
feet of surface area to evaluate whether this portion of the sedinment attains the CALs

1. Pol ychl ori nat ed Bi phenyls CAL

According to the ecol ogical risk calculations, PCBs may cause a toxic hazard to mnk even fromthe A-1248
present in the wetland soils. Since we are not excavating the wetland soils, it would be unreasonable to
require excavation of sedinents unless the PCB concentrations significantly exceed that concentration in the
wetl and soils. The 95% UCL of the average concentration for A-1248 of 3.4 ng/kg will be used to indicate
that A-1248 significantly exceeds concentrations in the surface soil. For Arochlors other than A-1248, the
CALs shoul d be adjusted to take into account the relative toxicities of the Arochlors. The risk from3.4
ng/ kg of A-1248 is equal to the risk from6.8 ng/kg of A-1242, or 0.34 ng/kg of A-1254. To take into account
curmul ative effects in case nore than one Arochlor is present, the followi ng equation will be used

[A-1242]/2 + [A-1248] + 10 X [A-1254] = 3.4 my/ kg
1. Lead CAL

According to the ecological risk calculations, |ead may cause a toxic hazard to red-w nged bl ack birds even
fromlead that may be present in the wetland soils. Since we are not excavating the wetland soils, it would
be unreasonabl e to require excavation of sediments unless the | ead concentrations significantly exceed that
concentration in the wetland soils. The 95% UCL of the average for lead in surface soil of 180 mg/kg will be
used to indicate that |lead significantly exceeds concentrations in the soil

V. PAH CAL

According to the cal cul ations, cunul ati ve PAHs nay cause a toxi ¢ hazard to red-w nged bl ack birds even from
PAHs that may be present in the wetland soils. Since we are not excavating the wetlands soils, it would be
unreasonabl e to require excavation of sedinents unless the PAH concentration significantly exceeds the
concentration in the wetland soils. The 95% UCL of the average for PAHs in soil of 10 ng/kg coul d be used,
but the maxi mum background stream sedi ment concentration of 18 ng/kg is larger. This anmount can be adjusted
to 26 mg/ kg to account for uncertainty in the analytical nmethod. Therefore, the CAL for

curmul ative PARs is 26 ng/kg.

V. Mer cury

According to the calcul ations, nercury nay cause a toxi ¢ hazard to red-w nged bl ack birds even from mercury
that may be present in the soils. Since the maxi num mercury concentration in sediments is |ess than the 95%
UCL of the average concentration in the wetland soils, and the wetland soils are not being

excavat ed, no sediment CAL is proposed for nercury.

VI . Zinc CAL

According to the calculations, zinc may cause a toxic hazard to red-wi nged bl ack birds even fromzinc that
nmay be present in the soils. Since we are not excavating the wetlands soils, it would be unreasonable to
require excavation of sediments unless the zinc concentrations significantly exceed concentration in the

wetl and soils. The 95% UCL of the average for zinc in soil of 223 ng/kg could be used, but the naxi mum
background sedi nent concentration of 276 nmg/kg is higher. This value can be adjusted to 317 ng/ kg to account
for uncertainty in the anal ytical nmethod. Therefore, the CAL for zinc is 317 ny/kg.



<I M5 SRC 0596308A>
<I M5 SRC 0596308B>
<I M5 SRC 0596308C>
<I M5 SRC 0596308D>
<I M5 SRC 0596308E>
<I M5 SRC 0596308F>
<I M5 SRC 0596308G>
<I M5 SRC 0596308H>
<I M5 SRC 0596308I >

U. S. EPA RESPONSES TO PUBLI C COMMENTS ON THE
EVALUATI ON OF ALTERNATI VES AND PRCPOSED PLAN FOR THE
YEOVAN CREEK LANDFI LL SITE

I.  RESPONSES TO COMVENTS FROM THE YEOVAN CREEK STEERI NG COVM TTEE AND TO COMVENTS MADE DURI NG THE PUBLI C
MEETI NG BY THE HONORABLE JAMES F. DURKIN, MAYOR OF THE A TY OF WAUKEGAN

| SSUE 1.

COMMVENT | N | NTRODUCTI ON TO COMVENTS I N JULY 15, 1995 LETTER

U S. EPA nust consider this balance [a practical bal ance between
protecting human health and environnent and the cost of cleaning
up this Site] in determning a practical and effective Site
cleanup. U S. EPA nust weigh the adverse social and econom ¢
effects... It is in this context that we respectfully request
that U S. EPA broaden its consideration of the hunman health and
environnent at Yeoman Creek Site to include the health and
financial welfare of Waukegan's citizens.

COWENT BY MAYCOR DURKI N DURI NG PUBLIC MEETING "The $6 million
you are asking us to pay harns the overall wealth, health, and
welfare of this Gty." "Qur citizens should not be asked to give
up essential services so that a landfill plan can be gold plated"

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

At all Superfund Sites, the United States Environnenta

Protection Agency (U S. EPA) is required by law to select an
alternative that will be protective of human health and the
environnent and that neets applicable or relevant and appropriate
State and Federal |aws. The cost of an alternative is also a
very inportant consideration. The cost of an alternative is

bal anced against its |long-term effectiveness and pernanence, its
degree of permanent treatnent, its short terminpacts, and its
inmplenentability. It should also be pointed out that U S. EPA

and Il linois Environmental Protection Agency (I1EPA) have made
efforts to take into account specific conditions on this Site to
reduce costs, while still retaining the additional long term

protectiveness of the | eachate collection systemand the
performance requirenments of the site cover barrier layer. This
has resulted in an opportunity to denonstrate that an alternative
with a | eachate collection systemfor only the northern portion
of the landfill is not necessary to be protective, and with a
site cover that does not meet nmany of the technical itens
normal |y required for hazardous waste landfills, but are |ess
inportant at this Site

Besi des costs, comunity acceptance is a consideration that can
lead to a nodification of the remedy. The information provided
by the officials of the Gty of Waukegan, Waukegan Schoo

District #60, and the Waukegan Park District on their financia



difficulties, has been taken into account in the renedy
sel ection, as have comments froma few of Waukegan's citizens
expressing concern about costs

It should be pointed out that a number of viable private parties
share liability for costs with the governnental parties; so the
entire cost of the remedy will not be born by the governnenta
parties.

| SSUE 2

COMMENT 1 (July 15, 1995 letter); COMMENT 2 (August 24, 1995
letter): There is no significant human health risk associ at ed
with the current and foreseeabl e usage of the site. COWENT 2
(August 24, 1995 letter): Risks associated with Landfill Gas are
bei ng addressed both currently and by the Renedy Recommended in
the Feasibility Study. COMMENT BY MAYCR DURKI N DURI NG PUBLI C
MEETING "These old landfills are presenting no significant risk
to the health of the people."

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

As docurented in the Remedial Investigation (R), there are some
significant risks to nearby residents due to the Site under
current usage conditions (estimated to be 1.6 X 10-5 for the
reasonabl e nmaxi num exposure assunptions, and 2.2 X 10-6 for
average exposure assunptions). These include risks due to off-
site mgration of landfill gases. The off-site migration of
landfill gas presents a fire and explosion risk as well as a risk
from exposure to toxic chemcals. These risks are tenmporarily
bei ng addressed by nonitoring and operation of a basenent
ventilation systemin one adjacent building. In addition, there
isalimted risk to nearby residents under current conditions
due to potential for contact wth pol ychl orinated bi phenyls
(PCBs) and ot her hazardous substances in surface soils, surface
wat er and contam nated sedinents fromthe Site

U S. EPA agrees that the ventilation systeminstalled by the
Yeoman Creek Steering Conmittee conmbi ned with periodic nonitoring
by the Steering Committee is adequate as a tenporary neasure to
address the risks fromthe off-site landfill gas mgration. US
EPA al so agrees that the risks fromthe off-site landfill gas
mgration will be addressed in the final renedial action by
construction and operation of an active gas ventilation system

The Rl al so documents that ground water contam nation fromthe
Site woul d make the ground water unacceptable for residential use
due to the human health risk. Since the Site is surrounded by
residential and commerci al devel opnents, it appears |ikely that
the Site woul d have been devel oped for residential or business
use if it had not been used as a landfill. Future devel opnent of
the Site for residential or business usage woul d be unacceptabl e
because of the human health risk due to the fire and expl osion
hazard and due to potential exposure to hazardous substances.

Standard U S. EPA procedures were used to devel op the risk
assessnent conducted in the RI.

| SSUE 3
COWENT 2 (July 15, 1995 letter), and Comment 3 (August 24, 1995

letter): There is no significant ecological risk associated with
the current and foreseeabl e usage of the Site



U S. EPA RESPONSE:

It should be enphasized that Congress nandates that U S. EPA
enter agreenents allow ng potentially responsible parties (PRPs)
to conduct risk assessnents even though the PRPs have a direct
financial interest in mnimzing the estimated risks. To bal ance
this bias, Congress also mandates for U S. EPA to provide
oversight of the RI/FS to assure that the PRPs' interests are
properly bal anced by public health and the environnenta

concerns. Under these conditions, it is not surprising that PRPs
and U. S. EPA have differing points of view regarding risk
assessnent procedures. In spite of the disadvantages of this
process, it does have the benefit that it assures that the risks
were carefully considered during the process, since it is an
issue that is very inportant to PRPs.

The Administrative Record clearly shows than U S. EPA did suggest
use of breeding red-w nged bl ack birds and m nk as indicator
species for the risk assessment but did not "insist" on using

t hese species, and that the PRPs were encouraged to suggest
alterative indicators

A review of mnk habitats indicates that mnk and rel ated mammal s
could occur at this Site and may be currently present in spite of
the limted access to appropriate contiguous habitats. In fact,
the limted access to appropriate contiguous habitats nay
concentrate mnk in the area, |eading to higher than average
nunbers of individuals in the smaller area. Mnk do not require
fish as a prey source and, in fact, utilize a wide variety of
terrestrial and aquatic prey.

It should be noted that inprovement of the wetlands in the
vicinity of the Site may inprove the habitat for various wildlife
species, including mnk, in the future. while the mink is a
sensitive indicator, it may be no nore sensitive than many other
manmmal s that have not been adequately tested.

The red-w nged bl ackbird is not a particularly sensitive
indicator. During the breedi ng season, nales are very
territorial and are not expected to travel far fromthe nest.
Gven that the Site is "an island of undevel oped habitat", it is
reasonabl e to assunme the life support requirenents for breeding
red-wi nged black birds (i.e. food, water, etc.) may all come from
the Site. Therefore, while conservative, these assunptions nay
in fact, be appropriate for this Site. It should be noted that,
based on suggested procedures by U S. EPA the first draft of the
R Report dated August 1993 (p. 181) used the assunption that al
of the food and water was derived fromthe Site

The ecol ogi cal risk assessnment is intended to determ ne whet her
or not the Site is or may be adversely inpacting the environnent.
The ecol ogi cal risk assessment does not evaluate risks to only

one individual aninmal but evaluates risks to all individuals in
the area surrounding the Site. Since the ecol ogical risk
assessnent for the Yeoman Creek Landfill Site determned that a

risk exists to red-w nged bl ack birds and mnk, the Site
contani nati on nay be depressing the popul ati ons of birds and
manmmal s in the area of the Site

QG her issues addressed by U S. EPA comments provided to the PRPs
required the follow ng changes in the ecol ogical risk assessment:

- Use of standard U.S. EPA procedures for screening background



concentrations and for determ ning the exposure point concentrations.
- Consi deration of seep sediments as an exposure point.
- Consi deration of soil ingestion as an exposure route.

- Provi sion of a nore conpl ete explanation of the derivation
of reference doses.

- Use of uptake factors derived directly from experimenta
results, and not adjusted by unsupported distributional assunptions.

| SSUE 4.

COWENT 3 (July 15, 1995 letter): U S. EPA should rely on the
stocastic risk assessnent because the determnistic risk
assessnent relies on default exposure assunptions which are not
reasonably expected to be encountered at the Site

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

It is very inmportant that for all Superfund sites to be addressed
in a consistent manner, and that risks be identified and
addressed before adverse affects occur. The first step in this
effort is to assure that all risk assessments are conducted in a
consistent manner. |n order to assure this, US. EPA requires
that all risk assessnments whether prepared by U S. EPA or by PRPs
be conducted consistent with U S. EPA risk assessment gui dance
What the PRPs are requesting in this comrent is for US EPA[o
approve use of a very different risk assessnent procedure just
for this Site. A second step inthis effort is to identify,
characterize and address potential risks fromthe Site rather
than waiting for real adverse effects to occur

U S. EPA risk assessnments are not data and are not necessarily
designed to be realistic. Rather, they are designed to identify
and characterize current potential risks in a consistent manner
Hopefully, the end result of this effort will be to identify and
characterize human health and environmental threats so that they
can be addressed before the adverse effects actually occur. As a
result, U S. EPA risk assessnent gui dance provides for

cal cul ation of risks based on current usage of the Site as well
as based on potential future usage of the Site

Generally, U S. EPA bases Site decisions on risk estimtes

cal cul ated based on a reasonabl e naxi mum exposure (RMVE) estinate
and on conservative toxicity estimates. The overall risk
estimate shoul d be reasonably conservative. U S. EPA al so
considers estimates that are | ess conservative and possibly nore
likely to occur

U S. EPA does not agree that risk estinmates calculated in
accordance with its gui dance docunents is "overly conservative"
The procedure described by the PRPs in the first two paragraphs
of this Comrent refers to the maxi num or worse case exposure
estimates, not to the RVE, which is now used for decision making
by U S. EPA  Specifically according to the HHEM (p. 6-19)

For Superfund exposure assessnents, intake, variable val ues
for a given pathway should be selected so that the

conbi nation of all intake variables results in an estimate
of the reasonabl e maxi mum exposure for that pathway.



US EPAs risk estimates are generally not designed to reflect
actual risks, but to estimate the risk under reasonabl e maxi mum
exposure conditions. Furthermore, the RME is not tied strictly
to numerical distributions, as stated in the HHEM (p. 6-19):

As di scussed previously, a determ nation of "reasonable”
cannot be based solely on quantitative information, but also
requires the use of professional judgnent.

The PRPs state that the ecol ogical risk assessnent conducted by
the PRPs uses "worst case data points" (apparently referring to
the concentration tern). This is not correct. For the concent-
ration used to estimate exposures, U S. EPA uses an estinate of
t he average concentration called the 95% upper confidence |eve
(UCL) of the average concentration. Normally, the 95% UCL of the
average concentration is not nmuch larger than the cal cul ated
average concentration, unless there are very few sanples. In
cases where the 95% UCL of the average exceeds the nmaxi mum
concentration detected the maxi mum concentration is used instead
of the 95% UCL of the average. During the conduct of the R, the
PRPs showed no interest in collecting additional sanples in order
to obtain an inproved estimate of the average concentration

The PRPs state that the factors required in U S EPA gui dance
docunents (we presune this refers to factors such as ingestion
rates for drinking water, soil and food) are "derived fromsingle
values for each of a variety of paraneters”. This is clearly a
m sstatement. Each of the factors required by U S. EPA are the
best estinates based on all available infornmation, including
experinental data and in sonme cases extensive surveys

The "stocastic risk assessment” prepared by |ICF Kaiser for the
PRPs was revi ewed by Karen A, Hammerstrom one of U S. EPA's

forenpst experts on use of probabilistic risk assessnents. M
Hanmmer st rom concl uded i n a nenorandum dated July 8, 1994, that
the | CF Kaiser's stocastic risk assessment was:

about as bad as such assessnents can be. Confusing, |ack of
detail, lack of focus, insupportable assunptions, next to
i mpossi ble to review

Ms Harmmer strom made the foll owi ng comment s

- But many of the input distributions are deternined by
"subj ective judgenment", and it is debatabl e whether these
di stributions enconpass the full range of variability...
In addition, the distributions assigned to other variables
are often unsupported by the avail able data. Dose
distributions differing by orders of magni tude can be
obt ai ned by using different assunptions.

- The assessnment makes no attenpt to separate reducible
uncertainty frominterindividual variability.

- There is a suggestion that uncertainty in the toxicity
factors is incorporated in the assessnent but no indication
of how this was done.

- There is no way to tell which pathways are likely to
contribute the nost to exposure without doing an independent
assessnent than woul d be so conplex that it would be
equi valent to redoing the risk assessment.



- The support for the input distributions is so poor in al nost
every case that the ranking of risk levels reported in the
assessnent is meani ngl ess.

- The exposed popul ation is not clearly defined .

Ms Hammerstrom s review nmakes it clear that probabilistic risk
assessnents can be very difficult to review, and can be

m sl eadi ng unl ess all assunptions used are accurate and clearly
presented. Probabilities can not be sinply assuned but have to
be based on rel evant data. For sone paraneters this may entai
collection of site specific information. As Ms Hamrerstrom
pointed out: "a probabilistic assessnment is not necessarily nore
accurate than a point estimate. Accuracy depends on the input data."
Clearly, based on Ms Hanmerstroms comments, the PRPs' stocastic

ri sk assessnent did not "naxim ze use of available, quality-
assured, site specific data", as stated by the PRPs. It should

be noted that data such as "anount eaten" (ingestion rates), and
frequency of exposure are very time consuming to collect and
normal |y woul d not be expected to vary fromsite to site
Therefore, the approach taken in the R of using paraneters based
on experimental studies, surveys, and professional judgenent is

t he nost reasonabl e approach.

An alternative would be to conduct an extensive biol ogical study
at the Site to evaluate the actual inpact of the contam nation
fromthe Site on biota at the Site. However, the cost of such a
study is unjustified considering the cost of the sedinment
excavation, which is the only portion of the remedy that is
primarily for protection of biota from existing contanination
(estimated cost is $200,000). An extensive biological study is
unjustifiably expensive.

| SSUE 5.

COWENT 4 (July 15, 1995 letter): The cover recomrended in the
approved Feasibility Study (FS) provides the same degree of
protection and reliability as the U S. EPA preferred options.

COWENT 5 (July 15, 1995 letter): The U S. EPA unreasonably
assunes that the FM. will be poorly constructed and, hence, will
not provide a reliable | eakage barrier. Adding another layer is
not the appropriate solution for increasing reliability.

COWENT 6 (July 15, 1995 letter): The virtually identical
performance offered by the U.S. EPA preferred cover does not
justify the large additional cost.

COWENT 5 (August 24, 1995 letter): U S EPA s Preferred Cover
Adds Cost Wthout Any Significant Benefit or Increase in
Reliability.

COMMENT 6 (August 24, 1995 letter): Conposite Barrier Liners and
Covers Are Not Required at M xed-Waste Landfill Superfund Sites.

COMMENT | N SEPTEMBER 1, 1995 MEMORANDUM FROM RI CHARD W LLI AMVS:

According to Design and Construction of RCRA/ CERCLA Final Covers,
EPA 625 4-91-025, My 1991, pol yethyl enes are expected to have a
life of about 750 years at tenperature of 90 degrees centigrade.

COMMENT | N SEPTEMBER 1, 1995 MEMORANDUM FROM RI CHARD W LLI ANS:
According to an article by Dr. Roll Koch, Dr. FErwin Gaube, Dr.



Joachi m Hessel , Christiam Condro Ph.D, and Dr. Heiz Hell in Ml
and Abfall (Refuse and Waste), August 1988, Heft 8 (Volune 8),

| SSN 0027- 2957, pages 348-361: The authors conclude that the
working life of this material [HDPE pipe] could be expected to be
consi derably greater than 100 years.

COMMENT | N SEPTEMBER 1, 1995 MEMORANDUM FROM RI CHARD W LLI AMVS:
According to "Remai ning Technical Barriers to (btaini ng Genera
Accept ance of Geosynthetics" by Robert M Koerner, Y. Hsuan, and
Arther E. Lord, Jr. of the Geosynthetic Research Institute,

Drexel University in Geotextiles and Geomenbranes 12 1993), pp

1-52, the projected Ilife of HDPEis in the range of 200 to 750 years.

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

U S. EPA included the conposite flexible menbrane |iner (FM)/
geosynthetic clay (GCL, cover Option 4A fromthe FS) or conpacted
clay (CC, cover Option 4B) barrier layer in the Proposed Pl an
because conposite barrier layers have the potential to add
considerably to the long-termeffectiveness of the renedy in
reducing infiltration of precipitation into the landfill conpared
to a site cover with only an FM. barrier |ayer (cover Option 4).
These options have been determ ned to be equivalent to or nore
stringent than the performance of 3 feet of conpacted soil, with
a hydraulic conductivity of 10-7 cmisec. W note that the ARAR
for the landfill cap has been determned to be 35 | AC Part
811.214. The basis for this determination is discussed bel ow
after the technical nerits of the questions are addressed. 35

| AC Part 811.314 provides sone flexibility in designing the cover
requirenents, so long as they are equivalent to or exceed the
performance of 3 feet of conpacted soil with a hydraulic
conductivity of 10-7 cm sec.

As stated by the Yeonman Creek Steering Commttee in Conment 4,
"any reduction of infiltration reduces |eachate production and
potential |eachate seepage and serves to provide an additional
margi n of safety in protecting groundwater quality." Based on
the R, the reduction of |eachate will also provide further
protection to the surface waters in Yeoman Oreek and the wetl and
south and east of the Site.

A site cover with only an FM. barrier layer (Qption 4), as
proposed by the PRPs, can be and often is very effective in
reducing infiltration. As stated in the U S. EPA approved FS,
nodel i ng indicates that a cover using only an FM. for the barrier
layer could be very effective in reducing infiltration through
the landfill due to precipitation as |long as the FM. overal |
quality is good. For exanple, if the |eakage fraction is 10-5 1,
the HELP nodeling included in the Feasibility Study (FS) predicts
a 99.4%reduction in infiltration conpared to current conditions.

1 According to Design and Construction of RCRA/ CERCLA Fi nal
Covers, EPA/625/4-91/025, May 1991, a | eakage fraction of 10-5
represents a good or excellent quality FM. (see Table 2-4 and Figure 9-8).

This corresponds to a reduction in total infiltration from

1,800, 000 cubic feet to 11,500 cubic feet per year over the
portion of the landfill east of Yeoman Creek. Sone factors argue
for assuming a | ow | eakage fraction, such as the shall ow depth of
the landfill, which would limt the amount of settlenent due to
deconposition of the wastes. |In addition, through strict quality
control measures, a good quality FM. cap should be constructable
at this Site. Construction quality assurance measures that wll



have to be taken during construction of the Site cover include
those listed in Comrent 5.

U S. EPA agrees with the Yeoman Creek Steering Conmittee that

FM.s should remain effective for a very long tine in site cover
applications. If this were not so, FM.s woul d not be prescribed
for hazardous waste landfill lining and cappi ng applications.

Mor eover, FM.s have only been used for the last 20 years, so their
long termeffectiveness is not well docunented.

The docunents providing the estinates of the long term
effectiveness of FM.s submitted by the Yeoman Creek Landfill
Steering Committee indicate that there is a | arge anount of
uncertainty in these estinmates. Indeed the estimates identified
in the docunments were performed for applications other than site
covers, were conducted on materials other than that proposed for
the FML (40 mi| very-low density pol yethylene), and did not take
the synergistic effect of stress on the FM. into account in the
estimate. Uncertainties include:

- swel ling fromexposure to |liquid may cause secondary actions
that could lead to other synergistic effects (Design and
Construction of RCRA/ CERCLA Final Covers, EPA 625 4-91/025,
May 4991 p. 36)

- because the tenperatures used in the exanple [which resulted
in an estimated lifetime of 752 years for polyethyl ene
shiel ding of electric cables] are quite high and quite
limted (ie. they are bunched together), extrapol ation down
to the site-specific tenperature nenti oned may be invalid.
One does not know which, if any, of the geonenbrane
properties will be amenable to the Arrhenius approach, but
the various possibilities should be investigated on a
proj ect-specific basis and as a general research area.
(Design and Constructi on of RCRA/ CERCLA Final Covers, p. 39)

- field feedback is necessary to establish better insight into
degradati on and agi ng i ssues invol ving pol yneri c geonenbrane
and other related geosynthetic materials. (Design and
Construction of RCRA/ CERCLA Final Covers, p. 40)

- "Regardi ng synergi smof the different phenonena [stress,
tenperature, oxidation], the situation is just beginning to
be explored." "One sinply does not know what the effect of
various types, and levels, of stress will be on geosynthetic
degradations." (Koerner, Robert M Hsuan, Y., and Lord,
Arthur E. Jr. "Remaining Technical Barriers to Cbtaining
General Acceptance of CGeosynthetics". Geotextiles and
Geonenbranes. 12 (1993) 1-52. Pages 32, 45)

In spite of construction quality assurance neasures, |eaks in
FM.s al ways occur. In addition, as indicated in the docunents
submitted by the Yeoman Creek Steering Committee, |eaks can
develop in the FM. over time due to settling and long term
degradation. It is uncertain howlong it would take for |ong
term degradation to be significant, but sone estimates have been
in the vicinity of 200 years. Any |eaks can substantially
increase the quantity of infiltration through an FML if it is
underlain by a highly perneable material.

This is denmonstrated in Table 2-4 of Design and Construction of
RCRA/ CERCLA Final Covers, U S. EPA, May 1991. As can be seen,
the flow rate through holes in FM.s can increase from 330



gal /acre/ day for excellent FM.s to 10,000 gal /acre/ day for poor
quality FM.s. This is al so denonstrated using site specific HELP
nodel assunptions in Table 1, which predicts that infiltration
woul d increase from 12,000 cubic feet per year for a

good/ excel lent quality FM. to 276,000 cubic feet per year for a
poor quality FM.. Table 1 is shown on the follow ng page

It should be noted that there is little possibility of addressing
FM. | eaks through increased nai nt enance once the soil cover has
been installed over it, since |eaks |likely would not be detected



TABLE 1
COVPARI SON CF | NFI LTRATI ON RATES
FOR FML AND COWPCSI TE FM./ CLAY BARRI ER LAYERS
FOR GOOD AND POOR QUALITY FMLS USI NG HELP MCDEL2

TYPE OF I NFI LTRATI ON ASSUM NG I NFI LTRATI ON ASSUM NG

BARRI ER 10-5 LEAKAGE FRACTI ON3 10- 3 LEAKAGE FRACTI ONb

% REDUCTIONd 1 CUBIC FT % REDUCTI ON CUBI C FT

FML 99. 4% 12, 000 84. 9% 276, 000

FM./ GCL 100. 0% 0 100. 0% 15
FM./ 2-f eet

conpact ed cl ay 100. 0% 2 100. 0% 141

@ HC=10- 7cni sec

FM/ 2- f eet

conpacted cl ay 100. 0% 14 99. 9% 1,374

@EC=1-6 cm sec

2 Hel p Model Assunptions are shown in Appendi x B, Decenber
1994 Feasibility Study for the 10-5 | eakage fraction runs. The
10- 3 | eakage fraction used the sane assunptions as the corres-
pondi ng Appendi x B run, except for changing the | eakage fraction.

3 According to Table 2-4 of Design add Construction of
RCRA/ CERCLA Final Covers, U.S. EPA, My 1991, good to excellent
quality FM. (or geomenbranes) can be characterized by having one
1 cn2 to 0.1 cn? hole per acre. According to Figure 9-8 of the
sane reference, this corresponds to a | eakage fraction in the
vicinity of 10-5

4 Cubic feet of infiltration using new cap divided by the
cubic feet of infiltration under existing conditions times 100.
Cubic feet of infiltration was estinated using the HELP nodel .

5 According to Table 2-4 of Design and Construction of
RCRA/ CERCLA Final Covers, U S. EPA, My 1991, poor quality FMs
(or geonenbranes) can be characterized by having 30 0.1 cn® hol es
per acre. According to Figure 9-8 of the sane reference, this
corresponds to a | eakage fraction in the vicinity of 10-3,
assunming a 0.33 foot head.



However, if the FM. is underlain by a clay layer, it is likely
that infiltration will be very low even if |eaks occur in the
FM., whether it is due to installation, landfill settling, or
degradation. Since it is desired that this remedy be permanent,
it is desirable for the site cover to remain effective even if
FM. degradation starts after 200 years. The GCL or CC bel ow the
FM. conpl enents the FML's capability by essentially plugging
leaks in the FML with a |ow perneability layer of clay. The
potential effectiveness of the conposite FM./GCL and FM./CC i s
denonstrated in Figure 2-4 from Design and Construction of

RCRA/ CERCLA Final Covers, U'S. EPA, My 1991. For site specific
application, it is also denonstrated using the HELP nodel in
Tabl e 1, above

Under these circunstances the Agency's position is that a
conposite barrier layer is worth the 12-19%i ncrease in cost
conpared to the cost of the site cover with an FM. barrier |ayer
(7-11%increase in the cost of the total renedy). |In order to
obtain the added | ong termprotectiveness of a site cover having
a conposite barrier layer at a reduced cost, U S EPAis allowng
a nunber of conprom ses of the nornal hazardous waste cappi ng
requirenents. This includes allowing a 2% sl ope instead of a 3%
slope in order to reduce the quantity of soil that is needed for
grading, allowing use of a GCL instead of two feet of CC, allow
ing use of the existing cover as part of a two foot CC |layer, and
allowing the CC to have a hydraulic conductivity of as high as
106 cm sec rather than the usual requirement of 10-7 cnisec

Footnote 7 advocates use of a GCL rather than a CC |ayer for the
conposite barrier |ayer because of short-terminpacts of
construction of the 2-foot CC layer. Use of the GCL (instead of
CC) along with an FML in the conposite barrier layer is
acceptable to U S. EPA. However, regarding the concern about
excavation of soils and wastes al ong the edges of the |andfil

for construction of the CClayer, it should be noted that if
testing indicates that the existing site cover has adequate
properties along the edges, excavation will not be necessary. It
is also possible that the cap design can be adjusted to avoid
excavation in the areas where the existing cover needs to be

repl aced. Furthernore, while excavation of |arge quantities of
wastes i s consi dered hazardous, excavation of small quantities is
not expected to present a significant hazard or odor problem
since the excavated material can be quickly covered and ot her
dust and vapor control neasures can be taken including tenporary
contai nnent structures, chem cal suppressants, tenporary covers
wat er sprays, and schedul i ng excavations during cooler and wetter seasons.

If construction of an Option 4A Site cover is shown to present a
significant hazard that can not be controlled, US. EPAwIll not

all ow construction of the Option 4A site cover. Investigation of
this issue can be addressed during the renedi al design phase.

Regarding the increased truck traffic concern in Footnote 7 due
to construction of the 2-foot CC layer, it should be noted that
increased truck traffic for transportation of soil and other
materials onto the Site is entailed for construction of either
Option 4, 4A or 4B site covers. Measures can be taken to reduce
the nui sance of the increased truck traffic by regulating the
tine of delivery and the delivery route. The Yeonman Creek
Steering Committee contends that the CC site cover (Option 4B)
woul d entail more truck traffic than the Options 4 and 4A site
covers because clay is bulkier than other soils that the clay
woul d replace in the grading |ayer. Al though this may be true



the inpact of this increnental increase in truck traffic would be m nor

An effective Site cover over the Yeoman Creek Landfill Site is
very inportant. The Federal government and the State of Illinois
have recogni zed that even normal househol d wastes can contain
hazar dous substances. For this reason, requirenents for
landfills accepting even normal househol d wastes have become much
nore stringent within the past few years. The State of Illinois
now requires that landfills accepting househol d wastes have a
bottomliner consisting of either 5 feet of |ow perneability
conpacted earth or a conposite barrier |layer consisting of a 60
ml| FM. and a three foot conpacted clay |ayer, and a | ow
permeability final cover consisting of 3 feet of |ow perneability
conpacted earth or an FML of equal performance. The bottom i ner
must be overlain by an effective | eachate collection system The
Yeoman Creek Steering Committee is correct in stating that it is
cost prohibitive to "transform[old nmunicipal landfills] into a
state-of-the art RCRA hazardous waste landfills." This is true
also for transforming old rmunicipal landfills into landfills that
neet the new requirenments for landfills accepting only househol d

wastes. It would be too expensive to excavate the entire
landfill and place it into a landfill having a bottomliner and
| eachate collection system Therefore, U S. EPAis proposing to
only install an effective site cover over the Site I n other

words, U S. EPA is depending on only the Site cover to provide
all of the protection, which under current regul ati ons woul d be
provi ded by a conbination of a bottomliner, |eachate collection
system and final site cover. This is true even though U S. EPA
has information indicating that sone of the wastes disposed of in
the Yeoman Creek Landfill Site would not be allowed in nunicipa
waste |landfills under current waste disposal regulations. This
includes oily wastes |ikely containing PCBs, used | aboratory
chemi cal s, waste solvents, and waste paint. Sone of these wastes
may have been |isted hazardous wastes pursuant to RCRA

Beyond the technical benefits of a conposite landfill cover, the
comrentors' proposal to utilize a site cover with only an FM.
barrier |ayer, as proposed by the PRPs, does not conply with the
site cover ARAR U S. EPA has determined that 35 | AC Part 811 is
the ARAR for the Yeoman Oreek Landfill Site cover. 35 |AC Part
811 requires a site cover of at least 3 feet of conpacted soi
with a hydraulic conductivity of 10-7 cnisec or less, or an
alternative which has equival ent or greater performance. The
performance of an FM. barrier, alone, is not expected to neet
this performance criteria.

ARARs are defined as Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate
Requirenents. 35 I AC Part 807 appears to be directly applicable
to the Yeoman Creek Landfill due to the date closure was
initiated and waste was | ast accepted, prior to Septenber 18,
1992. 35 IAC Part 811 standards are not applicable for the sane
reason. However, 35 |AC Part 811 standards are rel evant and
appropriate for any municipal landfill where revised
environnental control systens need to be enpl oyed

The Yeoman Creek Landfill was closed and cared for in substantia
conpliance with the requirements of 35 | AC Part 807. Despite
this, the Landfill has nade the National Priorities List, has had
rel eases of hazardous contam nants fromthe Landfill and has had
infiltration of water identified as part of the problem In
light of the historically denmonstrated i nadequacy of 35 | AC Part
807 for this Site, to specify 35 | AC Part 807 as setting the
standards for renedial activities at the Yeoman Creek Landfil



woul d not be protective of human health and the environnent.
Therefore it seens rel evant and appropriate to consider the
requirenents of 35 I AC Part 811 for effective landfill standards.
The cover requirements of 35 | AC Parts 807 and 811 are not

mut ual | y excl usive; Subpart 811.314 will satisfy Subpart 807
requirenents. 35 | AC Part 811 was devel oped through an
exhaustive process for applications such as the Yeoman Creek
Landfill situation, and are specifically designed to overcone the
shortcom ngs of 35 IAC Part 807. |t seens particularly
appropriate that a site with identified problens should foll ow
the I atest standards, such as cap design, to limt infiltration.
It is further supported where the facility does not have any of
the other control features such as a constructed bottomliner and
| eachate col |l ection bl anket that are now consi dered a standard
necessity in landfill construction.

| SSUE 6.

COMMENT 7 (July 15, 1995 letter): The |eachate collection system
required in the Proposed Plan is not necessary since the new
landfill cover will virtually elininate | eachate inpacts on
Yeoman Creek.

COWENT 8 (July 15, 1995 letter): The |leachate collection system
i s unnecessary because groundwater recharge to Yeoman Creek is
not a significant factor at this Site.

COWENT 9 (July 15, 1995 letter): The |leachate collection
trenches are not cost effective since they only collect a nomi nal
vol ume of | eachate.

COMMENT 11 (July 15, 1995 letter): The proposed | eachate
coll ection trenches have potentially adverse environnent al
inpacts at this Site.

COWENT 7 (August 24, 1995 letter): The Leachate Collection
System Proposed by U.S. EPA |Is Neither Reasonabl e nor Cost-
Effective for this Site.

U S. EPA' S RESPONSE:

Current docunented conditions at the Yeonan Creek Landfill
portion of the Site denonstrate that |eachate is unacceptable.

However, some conditions argue agai nst the need for neasures to
further isolate Yeoman Creek fromthe | eachate beyond the
protection provided by the new Site cover. The new Conposite
Barrier Site cover will cover all of the wastes and extend into
the ground water. This design will elimnate surficial |eachate
seeps to a high degree of confidence in |ong-termeffectiveness;
so the only nechanismfor |eachate recharge of the O eek

follow ng cover installation would be through migration through
the subsurface. It also may reduce the rise in the water table
within the landfill during flooding by increasing the flow path.
This may reduce backfl ow of this ground water back into the Creek
when the water level in the Creek drops. A low permeability
cover will nearly elimnate | eachate generation due to
precipitation, which will result in a gradual decrease in the

| eachate mound in the landfill, and therefore, a gradual decrease
in the driving force for |eachate recharge to the Creek.

Even after the | eachate nmound is dissipated, |eachate can be
generated by nmovenent of ground water through the portion of



landfilled Waste that will remain bel ow the water table.

However, shall ow ground water recharge to the Creek is apparently
limted since the base flow of the Greek is zero during parts of
t he year.

Water | evel neasurenents al so indicate that di scharge of ground
water to the Creek occurs only locally. Furthernore, the ground
water data indicates that there is significant natural
attenuation between the | eachate and ground water, which may al so
apply to the | eachate recharge of the Creek. Finally, it can be
argued than any probl ems caused by migration of contaninants
through the ground water into Yeoman Creek can be addressed by
nmoni toring and inplenentation of a renedial action, if a problem
is detected.

On the other hand, further isolation of the Greek using a

| eachate collection systemor an artificial channel along the
Yeoman Creek Landfill portion of the Site would provide
significant additional insurance that |eachate fromthe |andfil
woul d not have a continuing effect on the Creek. The prinmary
concern is that landfilled wastes are within a few feet of the
Creek along rmuch of the Yeoman Creek Landfill portion. Some of
this landfilled waste nay contain high concentrations of

hazar dous substances. Even though the flow rate of |eachate into
Yeoman Creek nay be snall, if the | eachate contains high
concentrations of hazardous substances, it coul d recontam nate
the sedinments and result in a significant detrinmental effect on
the ecol ogy. Measurenent from |l eachate nonitoring wells
indicates that the | eachate exceeds industrial pretreatnent
standards for chem cal oxygen demand, ammoni a, cyanide, iron

lead and zinc. A nunber of chemicals detected in | eachate may
have an adverse effect on ecol ogical receptors based on the

ecol ogical risk assessnent in the R, including PCBs, |ead, zinc
acetone, and cyanide. The attenuation nechanisns that are
protecting the ground water may not be effective over the few
feet between the landfilled waste and Yeoman Creek. Although the
| eachate is too contamninated for discharge wi thout treatment into
a sewer, the Yeonman Creek Steering Conmittee indicates no concern
about its release without treatnment into Yeonan Creek.

The | eachate collection systemw |l provide Yeoman CGreek with
protection frominpacts of landfill |eachate during the

di ssipation of the |eachate mound. In Comment 9, the Yeoman
Creek Steering Committee states that they estimate that the flow
into the |l eachate collection systemw || be 500 gal |l ons per day.
Al t hough Conment 8 states that the base flowin Yeoman Creek is
negligible, in the FS, Colder Associates, Inc. estimated that the
maxi mum ground water flow through the west side of the I andfil
woul d be 5 gpm which corresponds to approxi mately 350, 000 cubic
feet per year and 16% of the estimated flow through the | andfil
due to infiltration of precipitation under existing conditions

Since 30-40% of the landfill wastes will remain bel ow the water
tabl e even after the | eachate nound in the landfill dissipates
the ground water flow through the west side of the landfill wll

generate | eachate, which would eventually recharge the | ower

aqui fer and possibly Yeonman Creek. Although the Yeoman O eek
Steering Conmittee has proposed anchoring the FML barrier |ayer
bel ow the water table, this would not be expected to
significantly reduce ground water flow into the Creek due to the
ground water flow gradient within the shall ow aquifer

Gound water flow into Yeonan Creek can al so be generated as a
result of the rise and fall in the I evel of Yeonman Creek. As



stated on page 63 of the R :

During the Spring, the potential for discharge will be
greatest at the time when the creek level, which fluctuates
on a short time scale in response to precipitation and
freeze-thaw cycles, is lower than the adjacent groundwater
| evel s which respond nmuch slower to precipitation events.

Anchoring the FML liner below the water table may reduce this
effect to sonme degree by increasing the length of the flow path
bet ween the waste and Yeonan Creek. However, because the wastes
are so close to Yeoman Creek, groundwater flow to and from Yeonan
Creek due to the rise and fall of the water level in Yeoman O eek
coul d be significant.

Nei ther the potential inpact of ground water flow through the
west side of the landfill nor the inmpact of the fluctuating water
tables in response to water |evels of Yeonman Creek are taken into
account in the estimated volume included in Conment 9
Furthernore, there is a high Ievel of uncertainty in the vol une
estimate in Corment 9 principally because the average hydraulic
conductivity of the waste is unknown. Preferential pathways
could exist within the waste that would result in a much higher
hydraul i ¢ conductivity than 10-4 cmisec. A higher flowrate
woul d result in higher operation and nai ntenance costs until the
| eachat e nmound di ssi pat es.

Because of the proximty of the landfill to Yeonan Creek and the
potential variability in |leachate quality and mgration, it
appears that only a costly ground water nonitoring program could
detect | eachate before it enters Yeoman Creek. Sinply nonitoring
the surface water and sediments in the Creek woul d not be

accept abl e because it would be difficult to determ ne the source
of the contanination, and because it would not detect

contam nation until after the streamis contaninated.

If a contam nation problemis detected due to | eachate migration
it would be expected to be considerably nore expensive to address
at that time. The Yeoman Oreek Steering Committee estinates that
it would cost an additional $40,000 to $70,000 to "retrofit" the
site cover after construction of the | eachate collection system

Al t hough the Yeoman Oreek Steering Committee did not provide a

basis for their cost estimate, it is clear that they did not

include the cost of the repeated sedi ment excavation to renove

contam nated sedinents. At that tinme, the sedi nents woul d

probably have to be disposed of off-site, and, if contam nated

with PCBs at concentrations of 50 ppmor nore, would have to be

di sposed of in a permtted chemcal waste landfill, or by incineration

Besi des the cost savings, the design of the systemcan be nmade
nore effective by integrating the | eachate collection systeminto
the site cover design. For exanple, recharge of the |eachate

col l ection system by Yeorman Creek can be nininmized by extending
the Site cover over the | eachate collection systemand into the
ground water.6

Finally, addressing the | eachate collection systemwll be

adm nistratively nore difficult and may even be admi nistratively
uni npl enentabl e in the future, depending on the Agency's funding
and priorities at that tine.

The estimated costs for inplenmenting the | eachate collection



systemincluding treatnent and di sposal concurrent with the cap
construction is sumari zed bel ow

CONSTRUCTI ON COSTS FOR LEACHATE COLLECTI ON :$ 390,000
ADDI TI ONAL ANNUAL QO&M COSTS : $ 115,000
ADDI TI ONAL PRESENT WORTH : $2, 000, 000

This adds 9%to the estinmated total cost of the alternative
proposed by the PRPs. The major portion of the present worth
cost is for operation and nai ntenance. It is expected that as
the | eachate nound dissipates that the flowinto the | eachate
collection systemw || decrease, and, as a result, operation and
mai nt enance costs will al so decrease.

Comrent 11 expresses a concern regardi ng the potential for the
| eachate collection systemto negatively affect the ecol ogy of
Yeoman Creek and the adjacent wetlands due to seepage of water
fromthe streaminto the | eachate collection system [|n Coment

6 It should be noted that the diagram of the |eachate
collection systemin Figure 3 of the Yeoman Oreek Steering
Committee's July 15, 1995 comment letter, is defective. This
diagramindi cates that drainage fromthe site cover would flow
into the |l eachate collection system As stated previously, the
site cover could extend over the | eachate collection system
11, the PRPs estimate that 270 gpd, which is 100,000 gal | ons per
year, could seep fromthe Yeonan Creek into the | eachate
coll ection system

Section 4.5 of the FS provides information on the potential for
the remedial action to inpact the nearby wetlands. Although
Section 4.5 of the FS voices no concern about seepage of water
from Yeoman Creek into the | eachate collection system (nor was
any concern about this affect expressed in any portion of the FS
whi ch was prepared by the Yeonan Creek Steering Committee's
consultant), it includes an estimate that the total annual runoff
into the wetlands within the Yeoman Oreek basin is 486, 000, 000
gal l ons per year. The estimated approxi mately 100, 000 gal | ons
whi ch may be renoved by the | eachate collection systemis only
0.02% of the rural flow entering the basin that recharges the
wetlands. Section 4.5 also includes an estimte of increased
drainage fromthe landfill due to the inproved site cover of

8, 200, 000 gal | ons per year (the 8,200,000 gallons is partially
off-set by a decrease in recharge of Yeoman Creek and the wetl and
by ground water, but the FS concludes that nost of the ground
water mgrates into the | ower aquifer, not into Yeoman Creek or
the wetland). Therefore, the increased drainage due to the new
site cover will more than make up for the small amount of water
renoved by the | eachate collection system As stated in Section
4.5, the drainage fromthe site cover can be controlled to
elimnate adverse environnental inpacts. It should also be noted
that flowinto the | eachate collection systemfrom Yeoman Creek
will primarily occur during periods of high flowin Yeonman Creek,
when the surface water flowinto the wetlands woul d al ready be
high. Collection of the seepage from Yeoman Creek during the

hi gh fl ow peri ods woul d have the beneficial effect of preventing
ariseinthe landfill water table and subsequent seepage of the
wat er back into the Greek after it is contam nated by the wastes
inthe landfill.

I'n conclusion, for various reasons, the comrentors expressed
confidence that the | eachate collection and treatment systemis
unnecessary. While EPA concurs that |eachate will be reduced by



the Site cover, concern remains that |eachate will continue to be
generated at |evels containing high concentrations of hazardous
substances, or otherw se adversely affecting the O eek.

This ROD all ows the opportunity to denonstrate that the |eachate

coll ection and treatment system does not need to be inpl emented

Thi s determ nati on was nade based upon the required nonitoring
program the conposite Site cover, and the risks and obligation

if determ ned necessary after construction of the Site cover is

conpl eted, to construct, inplement and operate a | eachate

collection system and to renedi ate contami nated soils and sedinents.

| SSUE 7

COMWENT 10 (July 15, 1995 letter): U S EPA has failed to
consi der short-termrisks due to waste excavation required in the
construction of the | eachate collection system

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

U S. EPA has considered short-termrisks of waste excavation for
the | eachate collection system Uncontrollable risks can be
caused by excavation of large quantities of wastes (such as
excavation and renoval of the contents of an entire landfill).
However, risks fromexcavation of relatively snmall quantities of
wast e should be controllable. This is indicated in Section 5.5.5
of the FS prepared by Col der Associate, Inc., which states that:

However, it is anticipated that construction of |eachate
coll ection trenches al ong Yeoman Creek would require a
limted amount of excavation of waste at the southern end of
Yeoman Creek Landfill. Consequently, additional worker
health and safety precauti ons woul d be required

Note that the FS, which was prepared by the PRP contractor

states that the quantity of waste excavated would be Iimted, and
indicates that additional risks to workers can be addressed by
taking health and safety precautions. The FS goes on to state
that simlar risks are involved in the excavations for the active
gas collection system However, the PRPs have made no commrent
about risks due to construction of the active gas collection
system

U S. EPA also believes that neasures can be taken so that the
excavation for the | eachate collection systemcan be conpl et ed
wi t hout discharging | eachate to Yeoman Creek. Roy F. Wston,
Inc. (Weston) states in a letter dated August 23, 1995 that

"l eachate fromthe wastes during construction can be contai ned
fromgoing into Yeoman Creek by sound construction practices."
West on suggests use of |eachate sunps to dewater the excavation
If a small quantity of |eachate does discharge to Yeonman O eek,
it will be less inportant than elimnating the |Iong term seepage
of | eachate into the Creek.

Landfill gases are presently seeping through the site cover and
into the anbient air at the Site although it has been determ ned
that the health inpact of this emssion is negligible. Opening a
trench al ong Yeoman Oreek may tenporarily increase landfill gas
em ssions somewhat, but because the trench will be open for only
alimted period of time and the trench will not be near
residences, the health effects would be negligible.

Measures such as construction of tenporary contai nment



structures, use of chemical suppressants, use of tenporary cover,
use of water sprays, and conducting work during seasons of | ower
tenperature, can be used to reduce em ssions of dusts and vapors
from excavati on

COWENT 12 (July 15, 1995 letter): It is inappropriate to
conduct additional investigation of soil contam nation as part of
pre-design activities

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

PCBs were detected at 90 ng/ kg at a | eachate seep near the
northern boundary of the Site. There were no sanples collected
between the | eachate seep and resi dences and busi nesses | ocat ed
north of the Site. Al though run-off fromthe | eachate seep is
apparently not directed towards the residences and busi nesses, it
is prudent to collect a nunber of sanples to confirmthat surface
soils at the residences and busi nesses have not been affected

This will involve no delay in the project since other tasks such
as sanpling of Yeoman Creek sediments can be conducted at the
sane tine. |In addition, the cost of this effort will be m nor

conpared to the total cost of the renedy.

| SSUE 9

COWENT 13 (July 15, 1995 letter): US EPA s Proposed Plan is
anbi guous in the discussion of PCB action levels and related site
remedi al activities.

COWENT 14 (July 15, 1995 letter): There is no information in
the Feasibility Study which justifies the establishnent of PCB
action levels for soils as set forth in footnote 5 of the
Proposed Plan. In addition, the suggested action |levels of 10
ppmin non-residential areas and 1 ppmin residential areas is
i nappropriate for this Site.

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

U S EPA has clarified the applicability of the various action
levels for PCBs in the ROD. The action |level of 1 ppmfor
residential areas was neant to apply to residential and
commercial areas as defined in 40 CFR 761. 123, while the action
level for non-residential areas was neant to apply to undevel oped
property. It should be noted that these action |levels are being
set as a precaution, and it is not expected that any PCBs from
the Site are present on residential properties

U S. EPA agrees that the proposed 1 ppmaction level for PCBs is
nore stringent than is required under U S. EPA's, PCB Spill
Cleanup Policy (40 CFR 761.125). Under the PCB Spill d eanup
Policy, 1 ppmis the criteria for "clean soil", but the criteria
for requiring excavation and repl acement of soil contani nated by
PCBs is 10 ppm (761.125(c) (4) (v)). 1 ppmof PCBs is also
identified as a "starting point action level" in "Cuidance on
Remedi al Actions for Superfund Sites with PCB Contam nation"
OSWER Dir. 9355.4-01, p. 26. According to this guidance
docunent, a 1 ppm PCB concentration corresponds to a 10-5
lifetine increnental cancer risk |evel, using standard U S. EPA
exposure assunptions, while a 10 ppm concentration corresponds to
a 10-4 risk.

Since the soil action levels for protection of human health are
hi gher than the sediment action levels for protection of



ecol ogical receptors, U S. EPA agrees that it is unnecessary to
set separate action levels for non-residential soils, residentia
soils, and sedinents. Inasnmuch as contam nation in non-resident
and residential area soils also may inpact ecol ogi cal receptors
such as red-wi nged bl ack birds, the action | evel for non-
residential areas and residential soils, is changed to the same
action levels used for sediments (Arochlor-1242 = 6.8 ny/ kg,
Arochlor-1248 = 3.4 ng/ kg, and Arochl or-1254 - 0.34 ng/kg).
Therefore, any soil exceeding this action |evel (other than
extensive wetland areas) nust be excavated to a depth of 10
inches and replaced with clean soil (containing |less than 1 ppm
of PCBs) This should provide protection to hunman health to nore
than the 10-5 risk level, since the portion of any property
having a concentration between 1 ppmand 3.4 ppm if any, will be
very limted

PCBs of 10 ng/kg is an action level that triggers di sposa
regul ati ons under the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) for
excavat ed sedinents, soils, and wastes. |If sedinments, soils or
wastes are excavated and contain PCBs concentrations equal to or
exceedi ng 50 nmg/ kg, then TSCA regul ati ons becone applicabl e and
requi re di sposal of these contam nated sedinents, soils or wastes
in a Chem cal Waste Landfill or by incineration, unless a waiver
is approved. The relevant chemcal waste landfill requirenents
have been wai ved. See response to |ssue 13.

| SSUE 10

COWENT 15 (July 15, 1995 letter): U S. EPA s proposed sedi ment
action levels are inappropriately based on unrealistic hypo-
thetical risks to red-wi nged bl ack birds and non-exi stent nink

U. S. EPA RESPONSE:

It should be noted that the proposed sedi nent action |evels have
been available to the PRPs since the fall of 1994, but this is
the first cooment fromthemspecifically criticizing the
procedures for deriving these action |evels.

The sedi ment action |evels were derived using the following procedures:

1. Reference doses were derived for the chem cals of concern
for mnk and red-wi nged bl ack birds. Reference doses were
set at exposure rates that are reasonably expected to result
in no adverse effects on the animal based on scientific
toxicity studies and application of protection factors.

2. Exposure rates to mink and red-w nged bl ack birds were
estimated based on feeding rates, contam nant
concentrations, and other considerations.

3. Plots were prepared of total hazard index to mnk and red-
wi nged bl ack birds versus assuned sedi ment concentrations
(see letter fromICF Kaiser to R chard Boice, U S EPA dated
August 15, 1995) for each chenmical of concern. The hazard
index is the ratio of the estimated exposure rate divided by
the reference dose. |If a hazard index exceeds unity for a
chem cal, that chem cal should be evaluated to determ ne
whet her it nay be causing an adverse inpact on wildlife in
the area. For both mi nk and red-wi nged black birds, it was
assuned that 100% of the diet came fromthe area near the
Site. For calculation of the hazard index for the plots, it
was assunmed that 75% of the diet came fromthe areas



represented by the soil data. At a sedinent concentration
of 0, the hazard index is represented by the risks due to
the soils alone without any contribution fromthe sedi nent
contam nation. It was assumed that 20% of the diet cane
fromareas represented by the sediment data (5% of the
exposure, previously represented by the seep soil data, was
assuned to be elimnated by construction of the site cover
over the seep soils). The plots show how the hazard i ndex
increases in response to assuned increases in concentrations
of chenmicals in the sedinents

4. U S. EPA staff intended to eval uate whether the sedi nment
concentrations of each chemcal that resulted in a hazard
index of unity or above should be used to establish sedinent
cleanup action levels. However, it was found that for PCBs,
| ead, PAHs, and zinc the hazard i ndexes exceeded unity
either for mnk or red-wi nged black birds for exposures to
soils even without considerati on of exposures to sedinents.

U S. EPA ecol ogists had al ready advi sed that the concentrations
of contam nants in the wetland soils were not high enough to
justify excavation, which woul d damage the wetlands. However

the ecol ogists felt that excavation of stream sedi nents woul d not
cause significant ecol ogical danmage. Under this situation, US
EPA revi ewers recommended setting the sedi ment cleanup action

l evel s at concentrati ons based on the higher of either the
upstream sedi nent concentrations, which were consi dered
background, or on concentrations being left in the adjacent

wetl ands. For PCBs and | ead the recomrended cl eanup action |eve
is based on the 95% confidence | evel of the average concentration
in the soil sanples. Since only Arochlor-1248 was detected in
the soil sanples, U S. EPA staff recomrended that the action
levels for the other Arochlors be adjusted fromthe |level for
Arochl or-1248 based on their relative toxicities. For PAHs and
zinc, the recomended cleanup action |level is based on upstream
sedi ment concentrations since these concentrations were higher
than the upper 95% confidence linit of the average concentration
in the wetlands

As described in item3 above, the exposure rates were nultiplied
by 0.75 for the fraction of food fromthe soils, and by 0.2 for
the fraction of food fromsedinents. Therefore, adding the
hazard i ndexes for soils and sedinents will not increase the
estimated risk by a factor of three as stated in paragraph 2 of
Comment 15. The soil concentrations used for the 0.75 fraction
will not be covered by the new site cover as indicated in
paragraph 2 of Conment 15. As explained in item3 above, the 5%
fraction of food fromthe seep soil area was assuned to be zero
because the new site cover would cover these areas, but it will
not cover the wetlands or other soil areas that were sanpl ed.

In contrast to statenments in paragraphs 3 and 5 of Comment 15, it
shoul d be enphasi zed that the hazard indexes for the different
Arochl ors of PCBs and different polyaronaui ¢ hydrocarbons (PAHs)
shoul d be added since all the Arochl ors have the sane mechani sm
of toxicity. Therefore, their ecological inpact is additive. As
aresult, it was proper to depict the baseline risk fromsoils
due to PCBs or PAHs as the sumof the hazard i ndexes fromall of
the types of these conpounds. It is not clear why it is stated
that addi ng the hazard indexes for Arochlor-1242, Arochlor-1248
and Arochlor-1254 results in an overestimation by a factor of
three. As stated previously the hazard indexes of the three
shoul d be added to obtain the total hazard index for PCBs. In



addition, the R assuned that the hazard i ndexes for the differ-
ent Arochlors and PAHs should be added. Sinmilarly, for PAHs a
singl e reference dose was used for all of the PAH conpounds, and
the effects of different PAHs were assuned to be additive.

The concentrations used in cal culation of the hazard indexes are
actually a conservative estimate of the average concentration
call ed the upper 95% confidence |level (UCL) of the average. Wen
| arge nunbers of sanples are collected the 95% UCL of the average
will be reasonably close to the average concentration. However
to control costs, usually only a limted nunber of sanples are
coll ected and anal yzed at Superfund Sites. In these situations
where only a limted nunmber of sanple results are available, the
95% UCL of the average can be |arger than the maxi mum detected
concentration for a paraneter. |In this case the maxi num detected
concentration was used instead of the 95% UCL of the average.

O her comments that the PRPs nake regardi ng the sedi nent cl eanup
action levels have al ready been addressed in U S. EPA s response
to Comments 2 and 3.

COWENT 16 (July 15, 1995 letter): U S. EPA s proposed sedi ment
renmedi al action levels are unnecessarily costly to inplenent as
part of a renedial action.

U. S. EPA RESPONSE:

It is anticipated that the first phase of the sanpling will be
conduct ed before construction is nobilized, and, as a result, the
I aboratory turnaround tine will not be disadvantageous. U S.

EPA wi || consider use of field screening techniques to determ ne
the extent of excavation in the field. However, these will have
to be followed up by confirnmatory | aboratory anal ysis nmeeting the
necessary quality assurance/quality control criteria. It should
be noted that the sedinent cleanup action levels also apply to
lead, zinc, and PAHs. Al of these paraneters will require a

| aboratory analysis in addition to PCBs

| SSUE 12

COWENT 17 (July 15, 1995 letter): In accordance with the
criteria outlined in the NCP, U S. EPA should carefully weigh the
protection of non-threatened individual animals against the other
environnental and human health risks associated with extensive
excavation of soils and sedi nents.

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

M nk and breedi ng red-w nged bl ack birds were used as indicator
species to detect potential adverse affects of contam nants on

wildlife inthe area. Protection for these species should al so
protect other wildlife in the area (see response to |ssue 3).

U S EPA has already stated that its ecol ogi sts recommended t hat
the contami nant levels in the |arge wetland south and east of the
site were too lowto justify excavation (although limted
excavation was felt to be acceptable). Prior to excavation of
the sedi nents, an eval uation of the inpact of the proposed

sedi nent excavation on the large wetland south and east of the
Site will have to be conpleted. U S. EPA agrees that sedi nent
excavation should be limted or be conducted in accordance with
procedures that will not have a significant inpact on the |arge
wet | and south and east of the Site. For exanmple, if the



excavation nmay result in dewatering part of the wetlands, the
excavat ed sedi nents nay have to be replaced by clean soil.

| SSUE 13.

COWENT 18 (July 15, 1995 letter): The TSCA regul ations deal i ng
with PCB di sposal are not applicable to the proposed renedial action.

U. S. EPA RESPONSE:

Al though the TSCA regul ations dealing with disposal of PCBs at or
exceedi ng 50 ppm have been determned to be applicable or

rel evant and appropriate, the relevant chenmical waste landfill
requirenents, 40 CF. R 8 761.75, have been waived to allow these
PCB contaminated naterials to be consolidated under the Site cover.

| SSUE 14.

COMMENT 19 (July 15, 1995 letter): Even if U S. EPA considers
the TSCA PCB di sposal regul ations rel evant and appropri ate,
consol idation of PCB-containing materials on-site is appropriate,
whet her or not the |evel of PCBs exceeds 50 ppm

U S. EPA RESPONSE:
See Response to |ssue 13, Comment 18.
| SSUE 15.

COWENT 20 (July 15, 1995 letter): Wtlands mtigation Should be
limted to the areas defined in the approved FS Report.

U. S. EPA RESPONSE:

The FS provided an estinate of the quantity of wetlands that will
be elimnated as a result of construction of the new site cover.
In addition to this, based on the FS certain limted wetland
areas may be adversely inpacted by sedi ment excavation, and
limted wetland areas may be adversely inpacted by diversion of
storm sewers and ot her actions taken during the renedial action.

Therefore, U S. EPA will defer the determ nation of the exact

quantity of wetlands that will be adversely affected until a

later stage in the project when the wetland inpacts are better
def i ned.

| SSUE 16.

COWENT 21 (July 15, 1995 letter): The cost estinmate presented
in the Proposed Plan appears to be incorrect.

COWENT 4 (August 24, 1995 letter): U S EPA has failed to
account for contingency and engi neering cost of the renedial
action.

COWENT FROM MAYOR DURKI N DURI NG PUBLI C MEETING  "The two pieces
would cost $ 6 mllion nore..."

U S. EPA RESPONSE:
The difference between the cost for U S. EPA s preferred

alternative identified in the Proposed Plan and that identified
by the Yeoman Creek Steering Committee is approximately



$1, 200,000. This difference is primarily because U S. EPA
assuned that the | ess expensive Option 4B cover (FM underlain by
2-feet of CC) would be inplemented rather than the somewhat nore
expensive Option 4A cover (FM. underlain by a GCL). However, in
the Proposed Plan, U S. EPA proposed that either the Option 4A or
4B site cover would be acceptable. Following is a list of the
conponents that account for the larger cost estimate by the
Yeoman Creek Steering Commttee:

. $800, 000: the Yeonman Creek Steering Committee assuned use of
an Option 4A instead of an Option 4B cover.

. $134,000: the Yeoman Creek Steering Committee assuned
hi gher conpensatory storage/wetland nitigation costs than
used in the FS.

. $167,000: the Yeonan Creek Steering Commttee apparently
doubl e counted certain active gas control inspection costs,
whi ch were not included in Alternative 4 of the FS.

. $40,000: U.S. EPA did not adjust health and safety costs to
1% of construction capital costs.

If it is assuned that the | ess expensive FM./CC site cover is
constructed, but correcting U S. EPA's estimate for the health
and safety costs to 1% of construction costs, the cost estinate
for the selected renedy would still be $ 25.7 nmillion, which is
$ 3.7 mllion nore than the cost estimate for the renedy
including a site cover with only an FM. barrier |ayer and w thout
a |l eachate collection system

COWENT 8 (from August 24, 1995 letter): No ground water
nmanagenent zone is necessary nor should one be inposed at this Site.

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

U S. EPA agrees that the State of Illinois Gound Water
Management Zone regul ati ons shoul d not be considered applicable
or relevant and appropriate to this action. However, the ROD has
addressed this concern and has prescribed only adequate ground
wat er nonitoring.

1. RESPONSES TO COMVENTS FROM EVOY, KAMBCHLUTE, JACOB & COWVPANY ( EVOY), AND FROM HARRY HOOKER

ISSUE 1: U S. EPA MUST El THER REMOVE THE LANDFI LL WASTE FROM EVOY' S PRCPERTY OR DETERM NE AND PUBLI CLY STATE
THAT SUCH REMEDI ATI ON | S UNNECESSARY. (July 14, 1995 |etter from Evoy)

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

U S. EPA has reviewed this natter and concluded that |andfilled
residential wastes are present on the Evoy property and are
contiguous to the landfilled residential wastes on the Waukegan
School District property. As a result, that portion of the Evoy
property where the landfilled residential wastes are |ocated has
been properly identified as part of the Yeoman Creek Landfill
Site. However, US EPAis willing to be flexible in

inmpl enenting the remedy to all ow excavati on and consolidation of
wastes fromthe fringes of the Landfill, such as this property,
and alternative site cover designs. This is expanded bel ow.

It should be noted that the action level for PCBs in soils
applies to surface soils where it may be contacted by people and
not to the landfilled waste.



At the Yeoman Creek Landfill Site, it is known that residentia
wastes were co-di sposed with industrial wastes. The best
information we have is that the industrial wastes were sinply

buried along with the residential wastes wherever the filling was
occurring at the time of disposal. Therefore, it is believed
that industrial wastes are spread throughout the landfill. A
nunber of hazardous substances were detected in | eachate fromthe
landfill, including: chloroethane; nethylene chloride; acetone

1, 2-di chl oroet hyl ene; 2-butanone; trichl oroethyl ene; benzene; 4-
net hyl - 2- pent anone; tetrachl oroet hyl ene; tol uene; chl orobenzene
et hyl benzene; xyl ene; phenol; 1, 4-dichlorobenzene; 1, 2-

di chl or obenzene; 2-net hyl phenol; 4-nethyl phenol ; isophorone; 2, 4-
di met hyl phenol ; benzoi ¢ aci d; napht hal ene; 4-chl oro- 3-

nmet hyl phenol ; 2- net hyl napt hal ene; di et hyl pht hal ate; n-

ni trosodi phenyl am ne; butyl benzyl pht hai at e; bi s(2-

et hyl hexyl phthal ate; pol ychlorinated bi phenyls; and |ead. The

| eachate testing is the best indication we have of the contents

of the landfill. W do not know the distribution of these
chemcals within the landfill, but we assune that hazardous
substances coul d be distributed throughout the landfill. In

general, chem cal anal yses of the wastes thenselves are not very
useful since the conposition of wastes can vary dramatically from
location to location. Furthernore, residential wastes require
proper disposal regardl ess of their chem cal nake-up

Figure 8 fromthe R, appears to indicate that the foll ow ng
borings on the Evoy property contained |andfilled residentia
wastes: WD-224U, WD 251B through WD- 251G WD 252C, and WD 252D
The logs for these borings described the waste as: netal pieces,
paper, cloth, glass, wet-black-deconposed paper and cl oth, pieces
of alum numfoil, paper-black-wet-deconposed, copper wire, wre,
plastic, plastic bag, plastic wap, wod, hose, and piece of
concrete. These descriptions are typical of landfilled
residential wastes. |In addition, in the judgenment of the
personnel who observed the cuttings fromthe borings (from Col der
Associates, Inc, and Roy F. Wston, Inc) the wastes were
landfilled residential wastes. Chem cal anal yses would be of no
value in this determination since there is no chemcal definition
of landfilled residential wastes. As stated previously, based on
avai |l abl e informati on, we have assuned that hazardous substances

could be present within the landfilled residential wastes. It

follows that the landfilled wastes on the Evoy property shoul d be

consi dered part of the Yeoman Creek Landfill Site, and should be
addressed in the same manner as the rest of the landfill -- that

is by contai nment under an effective site cover

On properties where the extent of landfilling and the inpact of
the proposed site cover is limted, it may be possible to
excavate wastes fromthe property and consolidate it onto the
main part of the Site, or to inplement an alternative site cover
desi gn that woul d better accommbdate use of the property.
However, because of the potentially significant costs invol ved
the potential health and safety problens, and the uncertainty
regarding the results of negotiations and litigation that may
occur anong the parties of concern on this natter, the decision
regardi ng whet her any excavation or alternative site cover design
shoul d be conducted will be deferred to a |later date. Therefore
U S. EPA has included the follow ng provision in the ROD

For the northern portion of the site in |ocations where

wast es were di sposed of outside of the boundaries of the
Waukegan School District property, or where the site cover
will extend onto otherw se unaffected properties, it will be



acceptable to U S. EPA for wastes to be excavated fromthese
properties and consolidated on the Site, or to inplenment an
alternative cap design that will better accomodate use of
the property. This is subject to the follow ng

- determination by U S. EPA that the alternative site
cover design will meet an equal standard of performance
with respect to reduction in infiltration over the I ong
term and will not require excessive nai ntenance

- if excavation is conducted, follow up sanpling will be
required to assure that excessive |evels of hazardous
substances are not being | eft behind.

- determination by U S. EPA that the costs to the federa
governnent of inplementation of the excavation or
alternative design will not be excessive; and
determination by U S. EPA that the action can be
conducted in a manner that will be protective of human
heal th and the environment.

The actual allocation of costs for inplenentation of the renedy
will depend on the results of negotiations or litigation

ISSUE 2: U.S. EPA MUST ADDRESS THE EFFECT OF DRAI NAGE AND RUN- OFF ONTO THE SURROUNDI NG PROPERTI ES
(July 14, 1995 letter from Evoy).

"My comment woul d be that whatever plan is adopted that the
drai nage and i npact on the drainage and the inpact on the
property owners north.... needs to be seriously evaluated."
(Harry Hooker during public nmeeting)

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

U S. EPA agrees that drainage onto surrounding properties is an

i nportant consideration. It would be unacceptable for the new
site cover to cause flooding or other hazards to the residents of
the surrounding properties. Therefore, U 'S. EPA has added the
foll owi ng performance standard for construction of the drai nage
systemto the ROD: drainage fromthe site cover onto adjacent
properties and into stormsewers will be adjusted to | evel s that
will result in no increased potential for flooding or other
adverse effects.

The drai nage fromthe site cover can be adjusted to flowinto the
wetl and south of the Site, into Yeoman Creek, into storm sewers,
or onto adjacent properties and streets. The run-off could be
either totally diverted from adjacent properties and storm
sewers, or adjusted to levels that result in no adverse effects
Anot her performance requirenent is that the run-off should not
have an adverse effect on the ecol ogy of the wetland south of the
site. U S. EPA believes that these perfornmance requirenents for
the drai nage systemcan be net. The details of the drainage
systemw || be worked out during the design phase. U'S EPA
believes that after the prelimnary design is conpleted, a
neeting with adjacent property owners should be held to assure
that their concerns are addressed

Anot her fl oodi ng concern is the inmpact of the site cover in
filling a portion of the floodway and floodplain in Yeoman Creek.
This concern is prelimnarily evaluated in Section 4.4 of the FS
Al though the prelimnary eval uation indicates that the inpact of
the site cover on the floodway and floodpl ai n of Yeonan Creek
will be mnor, US. EPA s Proposed Plan includes provisions for
creation of conpensatory floodway and fl oodpl ain storage and
other nmitigation neasures that may be necessary to assure that



construction of the new site cover will not cause problens due to
| oss of floodway and fl oodplain capacity in Yeonan Creek.

RESPONSE TO COMVENT FROM JAMES D. GRIFFI TH, DI RECTOR, LAKE M CH GAN FEDERATI ON

"Plan 4B seens to be sound. | do not believe that five year
reviews are sufficient. Perhaps initially this should be a
review after the first and third year."

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

M. Giffith stated that the actions in U S. EPA s Proposed Pl an
seem sound. Regarding the sufficiency of the five year reviews,
since annual nonitoring of the ground water, surface water,
sedinents, and wetlands will be required, U S EPA will

essentially be nonitoring the performance of the renedy every year.

RESPONSE TO COMVENTS FROM THE LAKE COUNTY STORM WATER MANAGEMENT COWM SS| ON

ISSUE 1: It is unclear fromthe information | have avail abl e who
the permt applicant will be. If it is the Cty of Waukegan or
if the city is a co-applicant a Watershed Devel oprment Permit
(MDP) will be required fromthe Lake County Stormater Managenent
Commi ssion. There is no nmention of a WOP in the USEPA
information. | would encourage a neeting with the design

engi neers as soon as possible. The issue of cost may be noot if
one option or another is not perm ssible under the WO

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

It is very inmportant that the renmedial actions at the site do not
cause or increase flooding problens. Therefore, U S. EPA agrees
that a neeting is needed between the design engineer, and the
Lake County Storm Water Managenment Conm ssion as well as the
Il'linois Department of Transportation (I1DOTl) to work out nethods
to inplenment the remedial actions in a nmanner that will not
significantly increase flooding potential, and that will conply
with the substantive requirenents of applicable or relevant and
appropriate State and Federal |aws (ARARs). However, it shoul d
be enphasi zed that, under federal |aw, federal, state or |ocal
permts are not required for on-site actions conducted under the
Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response Conpensation and Liability
Act (CERCLA) (see 40 CFR 300.400(e) , and Sections 104, 106, 120,
121, and 122 of CERCLA). Therefore, only the substantive

requi renents of ARARs have to be conplied with.

It should be noted that to the extent that the substantive

requi renents of the Lake County Storm Water Managenent Commi ssion
O di nance exceeds the requirenents of |1DOT floodway and

floodpl ain regul ations, the provisions of the Ordinance will not
be consi dered nandatory because they are not State requirenents.

This includes the Drovislon for creating conpensatory storage for
l oss of floodplain storage. However, the need for this
provision, as well as other provisions of the Odinance will be
seriously considered in the design of the remedial action, in
order to avoid significantly increasing the potential for danmage
due to flooding.

It is also very inportant that renmedial actions at the Site
comply with applicable or rel evant and appropriate federal and
state laws. U.S. EPA and | EPA have deternmined that the Illinois
Department of Transportation (1DOT) floodway and fl oodpl ain



regul ations are applicable to this action; however, to the extent
that the Lake County Storm Water Managerment Conmi ssion ordi nance
exceeds the IDOT requirenments, it is not considered applicable

RESPONSE TO COMVENTS FROM I LLINO'S CI TI ZEN ACTION "In

reviewing the EPA's proposed plan for the cleanup we see one
glaring om ssion: protection of the groundwater currently being
contam nated with the leachate fromthe landfill. The proposa
acknowl edges that groundwater is being contam nated, and that
contam nation presents a risk, but the recomrended sol ution does
not address this issue, focusing only on the direct contam nation
of Yeoman Creek. Qur concern is twofold: the highly dangerous
nature of the contam nants (PCBs) |eaching into the groundwater
and the ultimate inpossibility of reclaimng the groundwater once
it is contam nated. The US Departnent of Health and Human
Services report TP-92/16 Public Health Statenent 1.7 states “for
t he maxi mum protecti on of human heal th the possible cancer
effects of drinking water or eating fish or shellfish that
contain PCBs in | akes and streans be not nore than 0.001 parts of
PCBs per billion parts of water (0.001 ppb).' The Superfund

Study by the Congress' office of Technol ogy Assessment (OTA)
reveal s that once the groundwater is contanminated it cannot be
cleaned up. On a normal human tinmescal e, groundwater

contam nati on nust be consi dered permanent. The punp and treat
system of cl eani ng contam nated ground water will go on forever
Illinois Gtizen Action respectfully requests that you recomend
Alternative 5 in the cleanup of the Yeonan Creek Landfill. It is
the only alternative listed that prevents further contam nation
of the groundwater.

We are sensitive to the econonic burden this alternative pl aces
on Waukegan, the Superfund and the responsible parties. W
cannot in good consci ence, however, permt a hazardous situation
to continue. The protection of public health nust be addressed
and federal noney may well have to be taken from projects where
health is not an issue. This site has already been the focus of
corrective actions in the past; it is unlikely that the ultimte
solutions will become cheaper by being postponed. And in the
neantime, the pollution of the ground water continues."”

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

U S. EPA agrees that it would be desirable to conpletely contain
the contam nated ground water as proposed in Alternative 5, which
includes an effective site cover, an active landfill gas
ventilation system deep slurry walls around the entire landfill,
and ground water/|eachate punmping within the slurry wall to
prevent off-site mgration of contam nated ground water

However, the cost of this additional protection is estimated to
be high conpared to Alternative 4B: $ 16 nillion in additiona
construction costs and $430,000 in additional annual operation
and nmi ntenance costs. Please note that the extent of ground

wat er contamination fromthe Site is linmted, the ground water is
not used for residential or commercial purposes in the vicinity
of the site, ground water nonitoring will be conducted that wll
be able to detect off-site mgration of contami nants, and five-
year reviews will be conducted to eval uate whether the sel ected
renmedi al action continues to be protective. If it becones
apparent that ground water contam nation fromthe Site is a nore
serious concern, an alternative for containnent or renedi ati on of
the contam nated ground water can be sel ected and i npl enent ed

bef ore any human exposure to the ground water occurs, and before
t he contam nated ground water reaches Lake M chi gan



It should be noted that part of the reason U S. EPA sel ected
inpl enentation of a | eachate collection systemal ong the northern
portion of the landfill, preventing | eachate seepage into Yeonan
Creek, is because of the potential adverse ecol ogi cal and human
health effects resulting fromeven very | ow concentrations of
PCBs in surface waters. The Anbient Water Quality Criteria
(AWX) for Protection of freshwater aquatic life is 0.014 ug/l,
while the AWXC for protection of human health fromcancer at the
10-6 risk level due to lifetine exposure to drinking water and

i ngestion of aquatic organisms is 0.01 ug/l.7 The maxi mum
concentration of PCBs in the |eachate wells of 190 ug/l is far
above these levels, as is the detection linit for the analysis

used inthe Rl of 0.5 ug/l. 1In addition, PCBs were detected as
hi gh as 90 mg/ kg in | eachate seep soils in the northern portion
of the landfill. Al though the predom nant anount of PCBs

detected in leachate wells is probably associated with solids and
woul d probably be filtered out in ground water before reaching

the Creek, even low | evel s of PCBs and even |evels bel ow the
detection limt that reach Yeoman Oreek coul d have an adverse effect.

On the other hand, in the southern portion of the landfill (the
Edwar ds Field portion), the highest PCB concentration detected in
| eachate was 0.51 ug/l, and no PCBs were detected in the |eachate
seep soils. This |lower PCB concentration, conbined with the 30
foot buffer between the landfill and the Creek and the indication
that ground water discharge to the Creek may not be significant,
is why a leachate collection systemis not recomrended between
the southern portion of the landfill and Yeoman Creek.

Pl ease note that the effects of PCBs on human health are not
magni fi ed when exposure is strictly through drinking water usage
(not including exposure to aquatic organi sms exposed to a given

| evel of PCBs) as evidenced by the sonmewhat higher standard | evel
of 0.5 ug/l, which is the Maxi mum Al | owabl e Concentration (ML)
under the Safe Drinking Water Act. The MCL for PCBs is equal to
the detection lint for PCBs attained in the RI. Inasnuch as
PCBs were not detected above the MCL even in nonitoring wells
near the Site, the Rl indicates that if any migration of PCBs is
occurring through the ground water fromthe Site, it is very
limted. |If migration of PCBs fromthe Site increases, it wll
be detected during the ground water nonitoring. Since ground
water is unused in the vicinity of the Site, because ground water
will be nonitored near the Site, because PCBs nmigrate very slowy
in the ground water, and because there is an approxinately two
mle distance between the Site and Lake Mchigan, there will be
plenty of time to inplement a ground water action to contain or
remedi ate PCB contami nation before it reaches Lake M chigan or
any ground water receptor.

7 US EPA Qality Oiteria for Water 1986. EPA 440/ 5-
86-001, May 1, 1986.

V. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM CI TI ZENS URA NG THAT ACTI ON BE TAKEN TO ADDRESS THE CONTAM NATI ON AT THE
YEOVAN CREEK LANDFI LL SITE

- "W urge you to contain landfill wastes --liquid & solid --
a clean up this “blotch' on the environnment once and for all to
prevent any nore danage to the ground water & big | ake & the
health of the residents of the area plus all the areas where the
gases & water will mgrate.



Protect our children, PLEASE resist the "E-Z way out!' & do a
t hor ough worknman-1ike job of containnent."

- "1 respectfully urge the USEPA to take whatever nmeasures are
necessary to protect the health of local citizens by protection
of the ground water and Lake M chigan from contam nation. Yeonan
Creek contami nation puts at risk |ocal wetlands through hazardous
chemcals. Heavy netals found in ground water results in risk to
us all. W the citizens of the area | ook to EPA to protect us."

- "Pl ease stop the contami nation of Yeoman Creek and cl ean up
the entire “mess' as soon as possible. Its a disgrace that it
stayed open all these years endangering all of us especially the
children. The terrible contents should be carefully renmoved and
deposited w hazardous naterials in some renote, safe, protected
area, to elimnate an explosion in this densely popul ated area."

- "It is inportant that the EPA continue the action necessary
to protect both the people and the Lake. The Lake is a beautiful
natural resource."

- "l urge you to do anything possible to expedite cleaning up
the Yeoman Creek Landfill. As residents (over 20 years) of this
area, we are concerned with the human health risks, in addition
to the ecological risks. The value of our property is also
affected, as hone buyers will avoid the landfill's surroundi ng
area hones. | respectfully urge the U S. EPA to take al
neasures necessary to protect the ground water and Lake M chi gan
fromcontam nation. Additionally, the lives of |ocal residents
nmust be protected.”

- "I feel that whatever action is decided to be taken shoul d
be done as quickly as possible so that the | east amobunt of danmge
can be done to our drinking water."

- "l amvery concerned with this situation if not taken care
of soon, will lead to addition problems with our |eak. Also nore
risk to future generations. Not know ng how these situations are
remedi ed, your options seemfeasible."

- "I amnow an adult and think it is EPA's responsibility to
clean this nmess up, | guess this is our reason for paying taxes.
I amparticularly concerned about the water supply being
contam nated with toxic heavy netals and just the overall safety
of the site. Your urgent attention to this natter woul d be
greatly appreciated by all residents in the area and the whol e
town. "

- "It goes without saying that the EPA nust take the steps
necessary to preclude contam nati on of ground water or Lake
M chi gan by | eachate of materials in the dunp.”

- "l respectfully urge the U S EP.A to do everything
necessary to protect the ground water & Lake M chigan from
contanmination. Please protect the health of l[ocal residents.”

- "l urge imredi ate, thorough action to renmedy the hazards
fromthese two sites. The renedial action must confine the
hazardous toxi c gases to the sites * their controlled rel ease
nust be carefully nonitored."

- "We are pleased that steps are going to be taken to clean up
this landfill."



- "I respectfully urge the United States EPA to inplenent al
cl eanup action necessary to preserve the purity of our
groundwat er and Lake M chigan water."

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

U S. EPA agrees that an action should be taken to address
contam nation at the Site. U 'S. EPA believes that this action
shoul d include construction of an effective site cover
construction and operation of an active landfill gas ventilation
system construction and operation of a | eachate collection
system al ong Yeoman Creek for the northern portion of the
Landfill, if necessary, and excavation of contam nated sedi ments
and consolidation on the landfill. These actions will remove
contam nat ed sedi nents from Yeoman OGreek, will nearly elimnate
| eachate seepage into Yeoman Creek, and will substantially reduce
| eachate seepage into the ground water. Conplete contai nnent of
contam nated ground water fromthe site was not sel ected because
the degree of ground water contamination is linmted, because the
site cover will substantially reduce |eachate generation, and
because the cost of ground water containment is very high

VI1. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM QG TI ZENS SUPPCRTI NG U. S. EPA' S PROPCSED PLAN:

- "What was done in the past cannot be undone but we nust work
together to ensure that the best alternative is taken so we don't
make another error in judgenent. Doing it the best way we know
how the first time will be | ess expensive and cause us |less grief
inthe long run. | amalso concerned about the cost (since |I'ma
Waukegan taxpayer) but | think that we need to follow the EPA' s
recommendation as the mininmum (alternative 4B with a conposite
barrier |ayer and | eachate collection) unless there is data to
concl usively show that the EPA's standards are not realistic and
that their proposal is an overkill.

In ny opinion on cases |like this where there are many unknowns
it is better to err on the conservative side rather than do patch
up jobs later. W need to protect the homes and people who live

around the landfill site or do business around the site (homes
fast food, etc.). Mre inportantly, we should not allow the
| eachate and whatever is released fromthe landfill to

contami nate nore land, the water supply and other yet to be
di scovered things."

- "We woul d |i ke Waukegan to follow the EPA s recomrendati ons
(Alternative 4B with a conposite barrier |layer and | eachate
collection systen). W believe the EPA has dealt w th many
landfills and has the best interests of our environnent and
people in mnd

As taxpayers of Waukegan, we realize that there will be a cost
associated with the landfill. However, if we have al ready spent
"mllions of dollars to |earn about the environment of the Yeonman
Creek site', it seems |ike we should ba able to budget an

additional 6 million dollars for the EPA plan. Doing it the best

way the first time will ultinmately be | ess expensive in the long run."

- "Mayor Durkin's comments at the neeting are al nost
frightening -- he is obviously not willing to spend what it take
to clean up a ness that, contrary to his coments is harnful to
the citizens."

U S. EPA RESPONSE:



U S. EPA agrees that the added | ong termprotectiveness of a site
cover with a conposite barrier layer and of the proposed
| eachate collection systemis worth the additional costs.

VI11. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM C Tl ZENS OPPCSI NG PORTI ONS OF U. S, EPA'S PROPOSED PLAN

ISSUE 1: "M/ idea is to do the mninmal work at the site and
continue to nonitor what is happening. At the public hearing
Ri ck Boice stated that there was |imted groundwater

contam nation, risks were very linted and there is no

significant anount of landfill gas coming fromthe site. Again
according to Rick Boice, he can snell no landfill gas at the site
as opposed to the smell at other landfill sites he has visited

What scares nme the nost is when the government gets invol ved
spending mllions of dollars, ruining peoples |ives, property,
and businesses only to find out their grand ideas didn't quite
work and then we have to spend even nore mllions to straighten
out the 1st and second ness."

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

The technol ogi es selected by U S. EPA (nanely construction of a
new site cover, an active landfill gas collection system a

| eachate collection system and sedi nent excavati on and

consol idation under the new site cover) are standard

technol ogies. The risks frominplenenting these technologies is
| ow and control |l abl e by use of proper construction, and worker
saf ety procedures.

Because landfilled residential wastes were found on properties
adj acent to the Waukegan School Board property, or in some cases
conme close to the boundary of the property, the new site cover

will inpact these adjacent properties. However, US EPAis
willing to work with these property owners to reduce the inpact
on their use of the property while still obtaining the objectives

of the renedial action

During the R, landfill gas em ssions to the anbient air were
nonitored and found to be insignificant. However, landfill gases
were found to be migrating off Site in the subsurface, and
apparently, are entering a building near the Site. This was
causing a fire, explosion and toxic risk in this building. In
addition, there is potential for landfill gas entry into other
buil dings near the Site. The parties conducting the R have,
with U S EPA oversight, taken interimmeasures to address the
these risks by installing a basenent ventilation systemin one
bui | ding and by periodic nonitoring in other buildings. However,
U S. EPA does not consider these to be acceptabl e measures for
the long term Instead neasures shoul d be taken to assure that
the landfill gas does not migrate off-site in the subsurface.
This will be acconplished by construction of a new site cover and
operation of an active landfill gas ventilation system

No action other than nmonitoring at the Site and access
restrictions, is also unacceptabl e because wi t hout inprovenents
to the site cover and a | eachate collection system |eachate will
continue to be released to Yeoman Creek and the adjacent wetl and.
This release is causing an ongoing threat to wildlife in the area
as denonstrated in the ecological risk assessnent. In addition
ground water will continue to be contaninated to | evel s exceeding
drinki ng water standards (Maxi mum Al | owabl e Concentrations under
the Clean Water Act), and there will be sone risks to nearby
residents of contact with contam nated sedi nents.



ISSUE 2: "I feel that the recommendations of the City are
appropriate at this tine. The Gty of Waukegan has ot her

probl ens besi de Yeoman Creek and nust use its funds cautiously.
Fromthe information presented at the nmeeting the risks fromthe
| eachate do not appear that great. The trench around the Creek
may not be necessary at this tine."

"I feel that the clean up in Yeoman Creek should not be the plan
proposed by the PEA but the one proposed by the Gty of Waukegan.

The taxpayers of the Gty can not afford the plan proposed by the
PEA. The Waukegan School System does not have funds to pay for

any portion of the clean up." "Is it fair? | don't think so.

Public health is an inportant issue, but the costs of the clean

up should be keep to only what is necessary to insure public health."

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

Pl ease refer to U S. EPA' s response to Issues 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6
to the comments fromthe Yeoman Creek Landfill Steering
Committee. It should be noted that a nunber of private conpanies
are PRPs; so only a fraction of cost of the remedial action wll
be born by the Gty of Waukegan, \Waukegan School D strict #60,
and the Waukegan Park District.

RESPONSE TO OTHER COMVENTS AND QUESTI ONS FROM CI Tl ZENS

ISSUE 1: Concern was expressed about devel opnent by an

organi zation called "Rebound". Rebound plans to build a |arge
facility with a retention pond which would drain to a ditch,
whi ch drains long the south fence of the portion of the Site
north of G eenwood Terrace before entering Yeonman Creek.

U. S. EPA RESPONSE:

Measures will have to be taken to assure that drainage fromthe
new site cover does not adversely affect drainage fromthe new
devel opnent. The effect of drainage fromthe new site cover,

will be evaluated during the renedi al design phase, and may have
to take into account or coordinate with the drai nage fromthe new
devel opnent. U . S. EPA suggests that a neeting be held with

adj acent property owners follow ng conpletion of the prelimnary
design to discuss their concerns.

I SSUE 2: Wio is paying for this? "If the federal governnent can
pay for the cleanup of Love's Canal, why can't they pay for the
cl eanup of Yeonman Creek?"

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

The RI/FS was paid for by a group of PRPs including: Browning-
Ferris Industries; Quthoard Marine Corporation; The Dexter
Corporation; T.K City D sposal; the Gty of Waukegan, Goodyear
Cor poration; and the Waukegan School District #60. |n addition,
these parties have reinbursed U S. EPA s expenses for oversight
of the studies.

U S. EPA has identified a nunber of additional PRPs. Follow ng

i ssuance of the ROD, U S. EPA will attenpt to negotiate an
agreenent with a group of PRPs to inplenent the remedy. U S. EPA
may issue an order or use litigation to conpel an agreement. |If
this is unsuccessful, US. EPA nay inplenent the renedial action
using noney froma trust fund, which is supported prinarily by
taxes on chemical feed stocks.



U S EPAis nmandated by Congress to attenpt to reach an agreenent
under which costs for cleanup of hazardous waste sites are born
by parties that caused the pollution. This includes owners and
operators of the site, conpani es who generated hazardous

subst ances that were disposed of at the site, or persons who
arranged for transport of hazardous substances to the site. The
Gty of Waukegan owned and operated the site and, therefore, is
potentially liable for cleanup costs. However, they are not
solely liable for the costs as inplied by a nunber of statenents.
There are a nunber of private parties who are also liable for the
cl eanup

ISSUE 3: Has the landfill owner been fined? Does he own any
other landfills. |f so, where, and what is their status?

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

The owners of the landfill have been notified by U S. EPA that
they are potentially liable for costs for cleaning up the Site
The owners of the nmajor portions of the landfill during its

period of operation were the Cty of Waukegan and the Waukegan
School District #60. The Gty of Waukegan operated a nunber of
muni ci pal waste landfills within the Gty of Waukegan, including
the Yorkhouse Minicipal Landfill #1, and the Adel phi Minici pa
Landfill #2. Al of these nunicipal |andfills have been cl osed
and none of the other landfills are Superfund sites. These
closed landfills are being nonitored by the Lake County Health
Departnent and the Il1inois Environmental Protection Agency. The
Gty of Waukegan was subject to a legal action by the Illinois
Envi ronnental Protection Agency in the late 1970s and early
1980s. An agreenent was reached under which the Gty of Waukegan
added additional cover soil to the landfill, constructed a fence
at the landfill, and conducted stream nonitoring.

ISSUE 4: Are there stormsewers enptying into Yeoman Creek?
U S. EPA RESPONSE:

There is at | east one stormsewer that appears to go through the

landfill and into Yeoman Creek. This storm sewer and any ot her
stormsewers found to go through the landfill will be rerouted
and pl ugged.

ISSUE 5: WIIl an effective | eachate collection systemso drain
the wetlands that our water supply will be affect?

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

The | eachate col |l ecti on system shoul d have no significant inpact
on water supplies or on the ecol ogy of the nearby wetland. Mayor
Durkin and the Yeonman Creek Steering Conmmittee expressed concern
regarding the potential for the | eachate collection systemto
negatively affect the ecol ogy of Yeonan Creek and the adj acent
wet | ands due to seepage of water fromthe streaminto the

| eachate collection system |In Comment 11, the Yeoman Creek
Steering Conmittee estimated that 270 gpd, which it 100, 000
gal | ons per year, could seep fromthe Yeoman CGreek into the

| eachate collection system Section 4.5 of the FS provides
information on the potential for the renedial action to inpact
the nearby wetlands. Al though Section 4.5 of the FS voices no
concern about seepage of water from Yeoman Oreek into the

| eachate coll ection system (nor was any concern about this effect
expressed in any portion of the FS, which was prepared by the



Yeoman Creek Steering Committee's consultant), it includes an
estimate that the total annual runoff into the wetlands within
the Yeoman Creek basin is 486,000,000 gallons per year. The
estimated approxi mately 100, 000 gal | ons which may be renoved by
the | eachate collection systemis only 0.02%of the total flow
entering the basin that recharges the wetlands. Section 4.5 also
includes an estinmate of increased drainage fromthe landfill due
to the inproved site cover, of 8,200,000 gallons per year (the
8,200,000 gallons will be partially off-set by a decrease in
recharge of Yeoman Oreek and the wetland by ground water, but the
FS concl udes that nost of the ground water mgrates into the

| ower aquifer, not into Yeonman Creek or the wetland). Therefore
the increased drainage due to the new site cover will more than
make up for the snall anount of water renmoved by the | eachate
collection system As stated in Section 4.5, the drainage from
the site cover can be controlled to elimnminate adverse
environnental inpacts. It should also be noted that flow into
the | eachate collection systemfrom Yeoman CGreek will primarily
occur during periods of high flowin Yeoman Creek, when the
surface water flow into the wetlands woul d al ready be high.
Col | ection of the seepage from Yeonman Creek during the high flow
peri ods woul d have the beneficial effect of preventing arise in
the landfill water table and subsequent seepage of the water back
into the Greek after it is contam nated by the wastes in the landfill.

I SSUE 6: Fromthe anount of pollution present, should the
wet | ands be drained to prevent contamni nation

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

Ecol ogi sts working for the U S. EPA have reviewed the data, and
concl uded that the |evel of contamination in the wetlands south
and east of the Site are not high enough to warrant excavation of
the contam nated soils, or other actions that nmay damage the

wetl and as a habitat.

ISSUE 7: "Wiere will the run-off go after all this noney is
spent? WI|l the adjacent property owners be saddled with the
runof f ness?"

"We are concerned about potential problens with flooding of our
apartnent units should work be done on the landfill that
negatively inpact Yeoman Creek. This property experienced a
severe flood in 1986 that cost in excess of one nillion dollars
to clean up. W are fornmally requesting that we be consulted
during the design phase of the cl eanup, once the final decision
on which option is nade."

U S. EPA RESPONSE:

U S. EPA agrees that drainage onto surroundi ng properties is an

i mportant consideration. |t would be unacceptable for the new
site cover to cause flooding to the residents of the surrounding
properties. Therefore, U S. EPA has added the foll ow ng
performance standard for construction of the drainage systemto
the ROD: drainage fromthe site cover onto adjacent properties
and into stormsewers will be adjusted to levels that will result
in no increased potential for flooding or other adverse effects.
The drai nage fromthe site cover can be adjusted to flowinto the
wet| and south of the Site, into Yeoman Creek, into storm sewers
or onto adjacent properties and streets. The run-off could be
either totally diverted from adjacent properties and storm
sewers, or adjusted to levels that result in no adverse effects



Anot her perfornmance requirenent is that the run-off should not
have an adverse effect on the ecol ogy of the wetland south of the
site. U S. EPA believes that these perfornmance requirenents for
the drai nage systemcan be met. The details of the drai nage
systemw || be worked out during the design phase. U S EPA
believes that after the prelimnary design is conpleted, a
meeting with adjacent property owners should be held to assure
that their concerns are addressed.

Anot her flooding concern is the inpact of the site cover in
filling a portion of the floodway and fl oodplain in Yeonan Creek.
This concern is prelininarily evaluated in Section 4.4 of the FS.
Al though the prelininary eval uation indicates that the inpact of
the site cover on the floodway and fl oodpl ain of Yeoman Creek
will be mnor, US. EPA s Proposed Plan includes provisions for
creation of conpensatory floodway and fl oodpl ain storage and
other mitigation neasures that may be necessary to assure that
construction of the new site cover will not cause problens due to
| oss of floodway and fl oodpl ain capacity in Yeonman Creek.



02/ 12/ 92

PACES DATE

2 61/09/25

2 69/ 06/ 06

1 69/06/12

1 69/07/24

1 69/08/21

1 70/02/17

1 70/07/17

TITLE

Letter re: Reply to
request relative to

i nformation concerning
possi bl e pol |l ution of
Yeoman Creek with
brief results included

Letter re: Location
Data Water Sanples

Letter forwarding

copi es of the analysis
made on sanpl es of

wat er col | ected June
3, 1969 froma creek
in Waukegan

Letter re: The refuse
di sposal site owned
and operated by the
CGty, was inspected

on July 14, 1969, by
Sani tary | nspector
Gary Brashear

Gty of Waukegan
Data and Correspondence
File

Letter re: 1In the
August 21, 1969, it
was advi sed that
final cover would be
applied to the now
conpl eted | andfill
site located on Lew s
Avenue in Waukegan

Letter re: Chem cal
Anal yses of two
sanpl es of water in
Yeoman Creek

ADM NI STRATI VE RECCRD | NDEX
YEOVAN CREEK LANDFILL SITE

WAUKEGAN, |LLINO S

AUTHCR

E. Thei os- LCHD

J. Bolster-LCHD

L. Henley-lllinois
State Water Survey

F. Yoder-I|DPH and
C. Kl assen-1DPH, Chief
Sani tary Engi neer

Gty of Waukegan

F. Yoder-Illinois
Dept. of Health

E. Thei os-LCHD

RECI PI ENT

Vanderval d-Nat' | D sp.

L. Henl ey-1SWs

B. Bol ster-LCHD

Mayor & Counci | - Waukegan

E. Smith-Gty of Waukegan

L. Henl ey-1SWs

FI NAL

DOCUMENT TYPE

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

DOC NUMBER



02/ 12/ 92

PAGES DATE
1 70/08/10
1 70/09/25
1 71/08/04
1 71/08/13
1 71/08/25
2 72/02/22

TITLE

Letter forwarding the
partial anal yses made
on sanpl es of water
col l ected from Yeoman
Creek near \Waukegan

Letter re: Reports
of investigations

i ncl udi ng sanpl e
reports; the results
of this investigation
are being considered

Letter re: Results of

t he boron determ nations
nmade on sanpl es of water
collected July 20, 1971
at the Waukegan (Natl)
Landfill site

Letter re: Results of

t he boron determ nations
made on sanpl es of water
col l ected August 5, 1971
at the Waukegan Muni ci pal
Landfill

Letter forwarding a
copy of the article
that appeared in
Waukegan' s August

24t h issue concerning
the Gty's plan to
install a clay barrier
between the filled
site and Yeoman Oreek

Letter forwarding a
copy of page six of
the Gty Waukegan
official minutes for
the Council Meeting
of January 31, 1972

ADM NI STRATI VE RECCRD | NDEX
YEOVAN CREEK LANDFI LL SITE

VWAUKEGAN, |LLINO S

AUTHOR

L. Henley-Illinois
State Water Survey

C. Kl assen-| EPA

L. Henley-lllinois
State Water Survey

L. Henley-Illinois
State Water Survey

E. Thei os- LCHD

R Rhoades- LCHD

RECI Pl ENT

E. Thei os- LCHD

Mayor & Counci | - Waukegan

C. dark-1EPA

T. Cavanagh- | EPA

C. dark-1EPA

DOCUMENT TYPE

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

DOC NUMBER

10

12

13



02/ 12/ 92

PACES DATE
1 72/04/17

1 72/04/18

1 72/08/18

2 72/09/08

1 72/10/27

1 73/03/13

1 73/03/21

TI TLE

Letter re: Reinspection
of your property |ocated
east of Lewis and south
of Sunset Avenues was
nmade by a techni cal
representative of this
Agency on April 5, 1972

Letter re: A conplaint
regardi ng Yeoman O eek
may be sent to | EPA
suggestion nention that
| eachate from | eachate
fromthe Waukegan Sani -
tary landfill is pollut-
ing the creek

Letter re: Reinspection
of your property

| ocated on North

Lewi s Avenue was

made by a techni cal
representative of this
Agency on June 27, 1972

Letter re: dd Waukegan
Landfill Site

Buck Avenue East of

Lewi s

Letter re: dAd Sanitary
Landfill Buck and Lew s
Waukegan

Letter re: (Ohservation
by LCHD that the

portion of the |and owned
by you is being used

as a public dunp

Letter re: \Waukegan
Shoppi ng Pl aza

ADM NI STRATI VE RECCRD | NDEX
YEOVAN CREEK LANDFILL SITE

WAUKEGAN, |LLINO S

AUTHCR
C. dark-I1EPA

R CrimLCDH

C. dark-1EPA

R Rhoades- LCHD

R Rhoades- LCHD

J. Patrick Conway-LCHD

R Fi ndei sen- Art hur
Rubl of f & Co.

RECI Pl ENT
Mayor & Counci | - Waukegan

D. Mller

Mayor & Counci | - Waukegan

B. Sidler-IEPA

C. E dark-1EPA

Arthur Rubloff & Co.

J. Patrick Conaway-LCHD

DOCUMENT TYPE
Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

DOC NUMBER
14

15

16

17

18

19

20



02/ 12/ 92

PAGES DATE

1 73/03/22

1 73/03/29

1 73/04/23

3 73/05/15

1 73/05/25

2 73/06/12

1 73/07/09

TITLE

Letter re: \Waukegan
Shoppi ng Pl aza

Letter re: \Waukegan
Shoppi ng Pl aza

Lewis & Aen Flora
Aves.

Letter re: \Waukegan
Shoppi ng Pl aza

Lake County-Land

Pol I ution Control

Letter re: Response
to letter dated 4/17/73
whi ch requested that

t he Agency revi ew and
report to you on the
status of four |ake
County probl em

envi ronnental situations

Letter re: 1l1legal
Dunpi ng

Letter re: Cdarification

of the ownership status
of the inactive T-K

Di sposal Landfill East
of Lewi s Avenue and
Sout h of Sunset Avenue
with results included

Letter forwarding a
copy of the engineer-
ing report that nakes
recommendat i ons for
controlling the | each-
ate problempresently
exi sting on school
board property behind
t he Waukegan shoppi ng
Pl aza

ADM NI STRATI VE RECCRD | NDEX
YEOVAN CREEK LANDFI LL SITE
VWAUKEGAN, |LLINO S

AUTHOR

R Fi ndei sen- Art hur

Rubl of f & Co.

R Fi ndei sen- Art hur
Rubl of f & Co.

R Fi ndei sen- Art hur
Rubl of f & Co.

W Pye- | EPA

J. Patrick Conaway-
LCHD

W Pye- | EPA

E. Thei os

RECI Pl ENT

Patri ck Conaway- LCHD

Pat ri ck Conaway- LCHD

Patri ck Conaway- LCHD

Thei os- LCHD

Myers

Thei os- LCHD

Smittl e- Waukegan Conm

DOCUMENT TYPE

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

DOC NUMBER

21

22

23

24

25

26

27



02/ 12/ 92

PAGES DATE
1 73/10/10
1 73/10/10
1 73/11/07
2 73/11/07
1 74/04/16

TITLE

Letter re: 1llegal
Dunpi ng Buck Avenue
Site, Waukegan

Letter re: 1llegal
Dunpi ng Buck Avenue
Site, Waukegan

Letter re: an
investigation of an
al l eged viol ation of
t he Environnent al
Protection Act was
made on Cctober 9,
1973 with results

i ncl uded

Letter re: An
investigation of an

al l eged viol ation of

t he Envi ronnent al
Protection Act was
made on Sept. 26, 1973;
The purpose of the
investigation was to
nmake the appropriate

peopl e aware of certain
conditions that exist at

the subject site with
results included

Letter re: Refuse
di sposal facility

| ocat ed east of Bank
of Waukegan, al ong
Yeoman Creek was

i nspected on April

4, 1974 with results
i ncl uded.

ADM NI STRATI VE RECCRD | NDEX
YEOVAN CREEK LANDFI LL SITE
VWAUKEGAN, |LLINO S

AUTHOR RECI Pl ENT

J. Patrick Conway-LCHD D. J. LaCrosse
L. Wenzel

J. Patrick Conway- LCHD

C. dark-1EPA M. & Ms. Danny LaCrosse

C. dark-1EPA Waukegan School Dist. #60

C. dark-1EPA J. H ade-Waukegan Park Dis

DOCUMENT TYPE

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

DOC NUMBER

28

29

30

31

32



02/ 12/ 92

PAGES DATE

1 74/07/22

1 74/07/22

2 74/10/04

1 74/12/04

2 T74/12/04

1 76/03/25

ADM NI STRATI VE RECCRD | NDEX
YEOVAN CREEK LANDFI LL SITE

VWAUKEGAN, |LLINO S
TITLE AUTHOR

Letter re: Your refuse C. E dark-1EPA
di sposal facility

| ocat ed behi nd the

Bank of Waukegan was

i nspected on June 24,

1974 by Rene Van

Soneren of | EPA

Letter re: Refuse C. dark-1EPA
di sposal facility

| ocated east of Lew s

Avenue and sout h of

Sunset Avenue in

Waukegan was i nspected

on June 24, 1974, with

results included

Letter re: Refuse R Van Soneren-1EPA R Mller-WS & R Kraner-CW

di sposal facility

| ocated east of Lew s
Avenue was i nspected
on Sept. 17, 1974
with results included

Letter re: Your R Van Soreren- | EPA
ref use di sposal

| ocat ed behind the

Bank of Waukegan

was i nspected on

Cct. 21, 1974 by

Pat Conway of the

Lake County Heal th

Dept. and Robert

Wengr ow of | EPA

Letter re: Refuse R Van Soneren-| EPA
di sposal facility

| ocated east of Lew s

Avenue was i nspected

on Cctober 21, 1974

with results included

Letter re: Your W Child-IEPA

RECI Pl ENT

R Fi ndei sen- A Rubl of f

R Mller-WS & R Kraner-CW

R Fi ndei sen- A Rubl of f

R Mller-WS & R Kraner-CW

Art hur

Rubl of f & Co.

DOCUMENT TYPE

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

Cor r espondence

DOC NUMBER

33

34

35

36



DATE

01/ 00/ 93

01/21/93

05/ 19/ 93

06/ 09/ 93

06/ 14/ 93

06/ 17/ 93

06/ 22/ 93

07/01/93

07/ 12/ 93

U S. EPA ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD
REMEDI AL ACTI ON
YEOVAN CREEK LANDFI LL SITE
VAUKEGAN, | LLINO S

AUTHCR

Roy F. Weston, Inc.

Roy F. Weston, Inc.

G aan, T. and Patel,
Q, Roy F. Weston,
I nc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

Hashim, A and
Willianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.
Patel, O, Roy F.
Weston, |nc.

Boice, R, US. EPA

Meyer, D., U S EPA

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,

UPDATE #2
05/ 03/ 95

RECI PI ENT

US. EPA

Helmer, E., US EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es,
I nc.

Boice, R, U S EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Wlliams, R, Colder
Associ ates, |Inc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
Col der Associ at es,

I nc.

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Report: Oversight of Field Investigation for
Basenment Gas Monitoring

Letter Forwarding Attached Summary Tabl es re:
(1) Exposure Mddel for Mnk; (2) Life History
Information for Red Wnged Bl ackbirds; (3)
Data on Dietary Toxicity of PCBs to Mnk; and
(4) the Canrelton XRF Report

Letter re: Indoor Risk Assessnent

Letter re: Comrents fromthe BTAG Meeting
Concerning the Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent and
Identification of Pathways That Can be
Screened Qut Following a Prelimnary

Screeni ng; W Attachments

Letter re: Landfill Gas Control Design
Schedul e

Letter re: Wston's Review Comments on the
PRP' s Proposed Response to the Landfill Gas
M gration

Letter re: Proposal for Addressing Of Site
Landfill Gas and the Effect of Deed
Restrictions on the R sk Assessnent
Procedures with Attachnents

Menorandumre: ARARs for the Yeoman Creek
Landfill

Letter re: Analytical Results for Lead in
Wt er
| EPA

PACES

75

23

13



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

DATE

07/ 22/ 93

07/ 22/ 97

08/ 00/ 93

08/ 00/ 93

08/ 00/ 93

08/ 00/ 93

08/ 00/ 93

08/ 04/ 93

08/ 06/ 93

08/ 12/ 93

08/ 16/ 93

08/ 19/ 93

08/ 19/ 93

AUTHCR

Boice, R, U S EPA

Wlliams, R, Colder
Associ ates, |Inc.

Col der Associ at es,
I nc.

Col der Associ at es,
I nc.

Col der Associ at es,
I nc.

Col der Associ at es,
I nc.

Col der Associ at es,
I nc.

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Willianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

G aan, T. and Patel,
Q, Roy F. Weston,
I nc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

Associ ates, Inc.

Boice, R, US. EPA
Associ ates, Inc.

RECI PI ENT

Willianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Boice, R, US. EPA

and Nussbaum S., |EPA

U sS. EPA

U sS. EPA

usS. EPA

UusS. EPA

U S EPA

File

Wlliams, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Willianms, R, Colder

Willianms, R, Colder

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Letter re: (1) Conpletion of the R; (2)
Addi ti onal Sanpling; and (2) Respondent's
Request for an Extension of the Schedule for
Subm ssion of the Public Health Eval uation:
w Attachments

Letter re: InterimGas Control Measures

Desi gn Docunent: Conbustible Gas Detection
and Ventilation Systemfor 1401-1451 West
Gol f Road Bui |l di ng

Draft R Report: Volume 1 of 4 (Text:
Sections 1-5)

Draft RI Report: Volunme 2 of 4 (Appendices
A-H

Draft RI Report: Volume 3 of 4 (Text:
Sections 6-7, Tables and Fi gures)

Draft Rl Report: Volume 4 of 4 (Text:
Sections 6-7, Enclosures)

Menmorandumre: Cal cul ati ons Used to Devel op
an Action Level for Methane at the 1401-1451
Gol f Road Bui |l di ng

Letter re: U S EPA s Prelimnary Conments on
the July 30, 1993 Ri sk Assessment

Letter Forwarding Attached August 12, 1993
| CF Kai ser Menmorandumre: the Monte Carlo
Anal yses

Letter re: Weston's Review Conments of
Appendi x C (Ri sk Based Screening Sanpl e
Cal cul ation) of the R sk Assessnment Report

Letter re: August 1993 Conbustible Gas
Detection and Ventilation System Design
Docunent

Letter re: U S. EPA s Non Acceptance of the
Monte Carlo Analysis w Attachnents

PACGES

53

220

297

155

298

11

10



23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

DATE

09/ 07/ 93

09/ 14/ 93

09/ 14/ 93

09/ 22/ 93

09/ 22/ 93

09/ 29/ 93

10/ 01/ 93

10/ 01/ 93

10/ 07/ 93

10/ 14/ 93

10/ 25/ 93

11/ 03/ 93

11/ 15/ 93

AUTHCR

Patel, O, Roy F.
Weston, Inc.

Nussbaum S., |EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Cister, W and
WIllianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

Wlliams, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Gaan, T. and Patel,
O, Roy F. Veston,
I nc.

Kuhn, M, Lake
County Health
Depart ment

G | bertsen, R and
Patel, O, Roy F.
Weston, |nc.

Boice, R, US. EPA

dark, J., US. EPA

Adark, J., US EPA

RECI PI ENT

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

PRP Adr essees

File

Boice, R, U S EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

Wllianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Boice, R, U S EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

File

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Tl TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Letter re: Wston's Review Comments on the
Desi gn Docunent for Conbusti ble Gas Detection
and Ventilation Systemat 1401-1451 West Col f
Road Bui | di ng

Letter re: |1EPA' s Review of the Draft
Basel i ne R sk Assessnent

Letter re: Violation of the Consent O der

Attendance Record for Septenber 22, 1993
Meeting re: Gas Renoval Action w Handwitten
Not es

Letter re: Colder's Response to U.S. EPA' s
Revi ew Conments on the Conbustible Gas
Detection and Ventilation System Design
Docunent

Letter re: Results of a Partial Audit of the
Rl Data Validation and Reporting

Fax Transm ssion re: Conbustible Gas
Detection and Air Exchange and Ventil ation
System at 1401- 1451 West Col f Road Buil di ng

Letter re: Weston's Review comments on
Section 6 (Public Health Eval uation) of the
August 1993 Draft R Report

Letter re: LCHD s Comments on the Source
Characterizati on Techni cal Menorandum

Letter re: Wston's Review comments of the
Draft R Report

Conversation Record w Ed Karecki (U.S. Fish
and Wldlife Service) re: the Draft R and
Ri sk Assessment

Mermor andumre: Inclusion of Monte Carlo Ri sk
Anal ysi s

Mermor andumre: Helath and Sci ence Advisor's
Prelimnary Review of the R Report

PACGES

26

18



36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

DATE

11/ 17/ 93

11/ 19/ 93

11/ 24/ 93

11/ 24/ 93

12/ 00/ 93

12/ 02/ 93

12/ 03/ 93

12/ 15/ 93

12/ 16/ 93

12/ 20/ 93

12/ 20/ 93

12/ 30/ 93

01/ 05/ 94

AUTHOR

Kor obka, L. and
Patel, O, Roy F.
Weston, |Inc.

Helnmer, E., U S EPA

Kuhn, M, Lake
County Health
Depart ment

Sprenger, M, US.
EPA/ ERB

Col der Associ at es,
I nc.

Moran, E., U S EPA

Traub, J., US. EPA

Kor obka, L. and
Patel, O, Roy F.
Weston, |nc.

G|l bertsen, R and
Patel, O, Roy F.

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Jiang, W and Patel,
Q, Roy F. Weston,
I nc.

Hruska, S., U S. EPA
Associ ates, Inc.

RECI PI ENT

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

UusS. EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Bl ei wei ss,
McDernott, WIIl &
Enory

%

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

File

Willianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

Willianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Tl TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Letter re: Weston's Audit of the Data
Val i dati on Performed by Gol der Associates for
the Round 2 Sanples Collected During the R

Memorandum re:  Techni cal Support Section's
Revi ew Comments on the Draft R Report
(HANDWRI TTEN ANNCTATI ONS)

Letter Forwarding Attached Laboratory Results
of Leachate Sanples Collected fromthe
Waukegan Muni ci pal #1 and #2 Landfills

Menmorandum re:  Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent
(HANDWRI TTEN ANNOTATI ONS)

Desi gn Docurment: Air Exchange and Ventil ation
System for 1401- 1451 West Col f Road

Mermor andumre: Risk Assessnent Assi stance
w At tachnent s

Letter re: Admnistrative Order by Consent
Assessnent of Stipul ated Penalties

Letter re: Wston's Performance of Additional
Tasks in the Review of the Data Validation
Performed by Col der Associ ates

Letter re: Wston's Review Comments on the
Renedi al Al ternatives Array Docunent

Conversation Record w A Hashim (Colder) re:
Source of the Film Located Near the Edward's
Field Landfill

Letter Forwarding Attached U S. EPA Conments
on the August 1993 Draft R Report w
Addi tional Attachments

Letter re: Wston's Review Comments on the
Desi gn Docunent for Air Exchange and
Ventil ation System

Letter re: U S. EPA s Approval w

Modi fications of the Design Docunent for the
Air Exchange and Ventilation Systemfor 1401
- 1451 West CGol f Road

PACGES

10

50

12

60



49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60

DATE
01/ 05/ 93

01/ 07/ 93

01/ 10/ 94

01/ 11/ 94

01/ 12/ 94

01/ 12/ 94

01/ 13/ 94

01/ 18/ 94

01/ 31/ 94

02/ 01/ 94

02/ 02/ 94

02/ 09/ 94

AUTHOR
Huska, S., US. EPA

Zar, H, US. EPA

Kessy, M, Lake
County St or mmat er
Managenent

Conmi ssi on

Boice, R, US. EPA
Kor obka, L. and
Patel, O, Roy F.
Weston, |Inc.

Hruska, S., U S. EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
VWatters, E., U S
EPA

CGorski, W, US. EPA

Meyer, D., U S EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

RECI Pl ENT
Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

File

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Willianms, R, Colder

Associ ates, Inc.

File

Traub, J., US. EPA

Figiulo, 1., US.

EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Wlliams, R, Colder
Associ ates, |Inc.

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Menmorandum re: RCRA's Revi ew of the
Alternatives Array for ldentifications of
ARARs Docunent

Menorandumre: Technical Advisor's Comments
and ldentification of ARARs for the Renedi al
Alternatives Array Docunent

Letter re: LCSMC s Review Conments on the
Decenber 1994 Revi sed FS

Meeting Record re: U'S. EPA' s comments on the
Draft Rl w Attached Sign-In Sheet

Letter re: Weston's Audit of the Data
Val i dati on Performed by Gol der Associ ates

Menorandumre: Addendumto RCRA' s Revi ew of
the Alternative Array for ldentification of
ARARs Docunent

Letter re: Weston's Audit of the Data
Val i dati on and Reporting for (1) the

Sedi nent, Surface Water and Leachate Seep
Sanmpling; and (2) Metals and Pesticides / PCB
Data of G oundwater Sanples

Conversation Record w Jonas Dikinis (CGol der)
re: Ecol ogical Ri sk Procedures

Menorandumre: Water Division's Review
Comments on the Alternatives Array Docunent

Menmorandumre: Wetlands | npact Revi ew

Memor andum re:  Nonnet hane Organi ¢ Conpound
Em ssi ons w Attachenent

Letter Forwarding Attached U S. EPA Comments

on the Remedial Alternatives Array Docunent
w Addi tional Attachnents

PACGES

15



61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

DATE

02/ 10/ 94

02/ 17/ 94

02/ 25/ 94

02/ 28/ 94

03/ 01/ 94

03/ 04/ 94

03/ 06/ 94

03/ 16/ 94

03/ 16/ 94

03/ 17/ 94

03/ 24/ 94

03/ 31/ 94

04/ 04/ 94

04/ 05/ 94

AUTHCR

Connel |, J., US.
EPA

Bl ei wei ss, S.,
McDernmott, WII &
Enory

Hashim, A, et al.:
Col der Associ at es,

I nc.

Ecol ogy and
Envi ronnent, |nc.

Traub, J., US. EPA

Hashim, A, and
Wlliams, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

| CF Kai ser

| CF Kai ser

| CF Kai ser

Boice, R, US. EPA
O zehoskkie, C.,

U S. EPA

Wllianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

Wlliams, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

RECI PI ENT

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

UusS. EPA

Wlliams, R, Colder
Associ ates, |Inc.

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

U S. EPA

U S. EPA

U S. EPA

File

Willianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.
Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,

| EPA

Wllianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Menorandumre: ldentification of ARARs

FAX Transmi ssion re: Force Mjeure-R sk
Assessnent

Letter Forwarding Attached Responses to U. S.
EPA's Conments on the August 1993 Draft R
Report

Site Assessment Report

Letter re: U S EPA s Review of the February
17, 1994 Force Mj eure Request and Approval
for an Extension of the Schedule for

Submi ssion of the Ri sk Assessment Portion of
the R (UNSI GNED)

Letter Forwarding Attached Responses to U. S.
EPA' s Comrents on the Renedial Alternatives
Array Docunent

Annotated U S. EPA Conments on the August
1993 Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent

Stochastic R sk Assessnment: Volune 1 of 2
(Text, Tables, and Fi gures)

Stochastic Ri sk Assessnent: Volume 2 of 2
(Encl osures A-H

Record of Conference Call re: Conmments on the
Alternatives Array Docunent

Letter re: Conpletion of the Wtland /
Fl oodpl ai n Assessnent

Letter re: Additional Investigations and
Anal ysis Required by the U S. EPA s conments
on the Renedial Alternatives Array Docunent

Letter re: Golder's Request for an Extension
to the Submttal of the FS (UNSI GNED)

FAX transm ssion forwardi ng Gol der's Request
for Extension to the FS Schedul e

PACGES

45

34

17

110

309



75

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

DATE

04/ 05/ 94

04/ 11/ 94

04/ 13/ 94

04/ 15/ 94

04/ 15/ 94

04/ 15/ 94

04/ 19/ 94

04/ 21/ 94

04/ 26/ 94

04/ 28/ 94

05/ 00/ 94

05/ 02/ 94

AUTHCR

Street, K, US. EPA

Moran, E., U S. EPA

Charvin, P.,
W dean, Harrold,
Allen & D xon

Willianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Patel, O, Roy F.

Karecki, E., US.
EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Cump, K, ICF
Kai ser

Dol | arhide, J., U.S.

EPA/ SRD

Boice, R, U S EPA

Col der Associ at es,
I nc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

RECI PI ENT
Willianms, R, Colder

Associ ates, Inc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,

| EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Wlliams, R, Colder
Associ ates, |Inc.

Lubin, A, US EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

WIllians R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

U S. EPAIEPA

Wllianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Letter re: U S. EPA s D sapproval of Colder's

Request for an Extension to the Submttal of
the Draft FS (UNSI GNED)

Memorandum re:  Techni cal Support Section's
Revi ew Comments on the Baseline R sk
Assessnent

Letter Forwarding Attached Waukegan Park
District's Declaration of Restrictions on
Property Use

Letter re: Operation and Mi ntenance Plan for

the Air Exchange and Ventilation System

Letter re: Wston's Review Comments on the
February 1994 R Report

Menorandum re:  Techni cal Support Section's
Revi ew Comments on the Ecol ogi cal Portion of
the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent

FAX Transmttal Forwarding U S. EPA's April
6, 1994 Menorandumre: the Statistical
Screeni ng Procedure

Letter Forwarding Attached | CF Kaiser Letter
of April 20, 1994 re: Sehan and Slippage
Tests w Attachnents

Menmor andum Forwar di ng Attached Ri sk
Assessnent Paper for: "Review of PRP
Di scussi on of PCBs Sl ope Factor for the
Yeonman Creek / Edwards Field Landfill"
( DRAFT)

Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent D sapproval Letter
and "Deficiencies and Required Modifications
for the RI" w Additional Attachments

Mont hly Progress Reports for the Period My
1993 Through May 1994

Letter re: Submttal of the Draft FS

PACGES

12

42

92



87

88

89

90

91

92

93

94

95

96

97

98

DATE

05/ 09/ 94

05/ 16/ 94

05/ 25/ 94

06/ 03/ 94

06/ 06/ 94

06/ 07/ 94

06/ 10/ 94

06/ 13/ 94

06/ 14/ 94

06/ 14/ 94

06/ 15/ 94

06/ 16/ 94

AUTHCR

Karecki, E., US.
EPA

Mehl, C., US. EPA
Patel, O, Roy F.
Weston, |nc.

Shipp, A, ICF
Kai ser

Lubin, A, US EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Bl ei wei ss, S.,
McDernott, WIIl &
Enery

Enmmerich, B. and
Patel, O, Roy F.

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

RECI PI ENT

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

File

File

File

Boice, R, U S EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Wlliams, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Wlliams, R, Colder
Associ ates, |Inc.

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Menmorandum re:  Techni cal Support Section's
Revi ew Corments on the Draft FS

Memorandumre: \Wetlands Regul atory Unit's
Revi ew Comments on the Draft FS

Letter re: Wston;s Review Comments on the
April 27, 1994 Draft FS

Mermorandumre: Cdarification of U S EPA s
Coment s

Menmorandumre: Monitoring and Quality
Assurance Branch's Comments on the May 20,
1994 Letter fromDr. Kenny S. Krunp
Pertaining to Wndsorizing the Data for the
R/ FS

Conversation Record w Gary Hoerth (1DOT) re:
Fl ood Pl ai n Assessnent

Meeting record re: Prefinal Inspection of the
Ventilation Systemat the Yeoman O eek
Landfill Site

Conversation Record w K Salusha (Gty of
Waukegan) re: Ventilation Systemat 1401-1451
®ol f Road

Letter re: Dispute Resolution Concerning
Background Screening Procedures to be Used in
the Final Baseline R sk Assessnent

Letter re: Prefinal Inspection of the Air
Exchange and Ventilation Systemat 1405-1451
®ol f Road

Letter re: U S EPA s Request for Information
to Evaluate the Increnental Ecol ogical R sks
Due to the Presence of Various Levels of
Contami nation in the Sedinments

Letter re: Prefinal Inspection Report
w Attachments

PACGES

10



99

100

101

102

103

104

105

106

107

108

109

110

111

DATE

06/ 16/ 94

06/ 21/ 94

06/ 23/ 94

06/ 23/ 93

06/ 24/ 94

06/ 24/ 94

06/ 24/ 94

06/ 27/ 94

06/ 28/ 94

06/ 29/ 94

06/ 29/ 94

07/ 01/ 94

07/ 05/ 94

AUTHCR

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Willianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Shipp, A, et al;
| CF Kai ser
Petroshius, S.,
Pet r oshi us Real
Estate

Bl ei wei ss, S.,
McDernott, WIIl &

Emery

Boice, R, U S EPA

Ratliff, S., IEPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Daly, J., Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Willianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

REC!I Pl ENT

Bl ei wei ss, S.,
McDernott, WIl &
Enery; et al.

File

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Bl ei wei ss, S.,
McDernott, WII &
Emery

Boice, R, U S EPA

Willianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

Wlliams, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

File

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Wllianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Menmor andum Forwar di ng Attached Portions of
U S. EPA Qi dance Docunents Responding to
Di spute

Meeting Record re: Application of Restriction
on Construction in Floodways and Fl ood
Fringes to Renedial Actions

FAX Transm ssi on Forwardi ng Attached Wl |
Devel opnent Field Records for MM208 and
MW 210

Menmorandumre: U S. EPA' s Suggested Procedure
for Conparing Site and Background Sanpl es

FAX Transm ssion re: Noise Level Fromthe
Ventilation Systemat 1407-1429 Col f Road

Letter re: Noise Levels fromthe Ventilation
System at 1401- 1451 West CGol f Road

Letter re: Reconsideration of |nclusion of
MM 209 in the Ri sk Assessnent and darificat-
ion of Procedures for Wndsorizing the Data

Letter re: IEPA's Comments on the Draft FS

Letter re: U S EPA s Approval of the Draft
FS w Attached Comments

Conversation Record w O Patel and R
WIllianms (Golder) re: Results of Wekly
Moni toring at 1401-1451 CGol f Road

Letter re: Design Change at Unit 1423/ 1425
Basenent Air Exchange and Ventilation System
at 1401- 1451 West ol f Road Buil ding

Letter re: Air Exchange and Ventilation
System at 1401- 1451 Golf Road

Letter re: U S. EPA s D sapproval of the June
17, 1994 Version of the R

PACGES

12

18



112

113

114

115

116

117

118

119

120

121

122

123

124

DATE

07/ 07/ 94

07/ 07/ 94

07/ 08/ 94

07/ 08/ 94

07/ 11/ 94

07/ 12/ 94

07/ 14/ 94

07/ 19/ 94

07/ 21/ 94

07/ 21/ 94

07/ 22/ 94

07/ 27/ 94

07/ 27/ 94

AUTHCR

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Hammerstrom K.,
U S. EPA/ ORD

Boice, R, US. EPA

Diver, J., Jeff
Diver Goup / PRP
Steering Conmittee
Daly, J., Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Daly, J. and
Hashim, A, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.
Boice, R, US. EPA
Vlter, S., ICF

Kai ser

Traub, J., US EPA

| CF Kai ser

| CF Kai ser

RECI PI ENT

File

WIllianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

File

Boice, R, US. EPA

Wlliams, R, Colder
Associ ates, |Inc.

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

File

Boice, R, U S EPA

D ver, J., Jeff
Diver Goup / PRP
Steering Conmttee

UusS. EPA

UusS. EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Conversation Record w Paul Schroeder re:
Appl i cation of HELP Mbodel

Letter re: the H gh LEL and FI D Readi ngs From
the Basenent at 1451 Gold Road (UNSI GNED)

I nspection Record of Ventilation System at
1401- 1451 CGolf Road w July 11, 1994 Foll ow Up
Conversation Record

Menmorandum re:  Exposure Assessnent
Appl i cati on Branch Review of the Stochastic
Ri sk Assessment

Letter re: U S EPA s Required Mdifications
to the R

Letter re: Conpletion of the Rl Report and
Ri sk Assessment Report

Letter re: Proposed Noi se Reduction Design
Charges Air Exchange and Ventil ation System
for 1401-1451 West Col f Road Buil di ng

Letter re: Reevaluation of System Design and
Performance Air Exchange and Ventil ation
System for 1401- 1451 West Gol f Road Buil di ng

Conversation Record w A Hashim (Colder) re:
Yeoman Creek Ventilation System

Letter re: Total PAHs Used in Cal cul ation of
Ecol ogi cal Hazard Indices

Letter re: Admnistrative Order by Consent
Assessnent of Penalties

Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent: Renedi al
I nvestigation Chapter 6, Volune 1 of 3
(Text, Tables and Fi gures)

Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent: Renedi al
I nvestigation Chapter 6, Volune 2 of 3
(Encl osure A)

PACGES

12

164

222



125

126

127

128

129

130

131

132

133

134

135

136

DATE

07/ 27/ 94

07/ 27/ 94

07/ 27/ 94

07/ 28/ 94

08/ 04/ 94

08/ 09/ 94

08/ 10/ 94

08/ 15/ 94

08/ 16/ 94

08/ 19/ 94

08/ 19/ 94

08/ 26/ 94

AUTHCR

| CF Kai ser

Shipp, A, ICF
Kai ser

Willianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

usS. EPA

Daly, J., Colder

Patel, O, Roy F.

Weston, Inc.

D kinis, J., Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Vlter, S., ICF
Kai ser

Diver, J., Jeff
D ver Group

Boice, R, U S EPA

Traub, J., US. EPA

G aan, T. and Patel,
Q, Roy F. Weston,
I nc.

RECI PI ENT

usS. EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Ratliff, G,

| EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

and Ratliff, G,
| EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Ratliff, G,
| EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

File

D ver, J., Jeff
Diver Goup / PRP
Steering Conmittee

Boice, R, U S EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Basel i ne R sk Assessnent: Renedi al
I nvestigation Chapter 6, Volune 3 of 3
(Encl osures B-H)

Letter Forwarding Attached Response to U. S
EPA' s Annot ated Comments on the June 17, 1994
Draft Baseline Ri sk Assessment

Letter Forwarding Attached Revised Pages to
the Final R Report

Handwitten Notes of July 28, 1994 Meeting
w Attached Sign-in Sheet

Letter re: Confirmation of August 3, 1994
Tel ephone Conversati on Concerning Air
Exchange and Ventilation Systemat 1401-1451
West Col f Road Bui |l di ng

Letter Forwarding Attached Oversight Report
of Weekly Basenent Mnitoring at 1401-1451
CGol f Road Bui | di ng

Letter re: Revised Draft FS Report

Letter re: Ecol ogical R sk Assessnent
Cal cul ations and Additions of Cadm um
Mercury, and Zinc to the Assessnent

w Attachments

Letter re: City of Waukegan's Concerns with
the Final Site Remedy w Attachnents

Conversation Record w A. Hashim (Colder) re:
Yeoman Creek Ventilation Systemw Handwitten
Not es

Letter re: U S. EPA s Approval of Extension
for Subm ssion of the FS (UNSI GNED)

Letter re: Wston's Review Corments on the Rl
Report

PACGES

295

15

19

65

18



137

138

139

140

141

142

143

144

145

146

147

148

149

DATE

09/ 01/ 94

09/ 02/ 94

09/ 06/ 94

09/ 07/ 94

09/ 16/ 94

09/ 22/ 94

09/ 27/ 94

09/ 29/ 94

09/ 29/ 94

10/ 03/ 94

10/ 04/ 94

10/ 06/ 94

10/ 07/ 94

AUTHCR

Hashim, A and
Wlliams, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Dol larhide, J., U.S.
EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Bosko, M and Patel,
O, Roy F. Veston,
I nc.

D kinis, J., Colder
Associ ates, |Inc.

Jones, B., US. EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

G aan, T. and Patel,
O, Roy F. \Weston,
I nc.

Kessy, M, Lake
County St or mmat er
Managenent

Conmi ssi on

Kuhn, M, Lake
County Health
Depart ment

Hashim, A, Colder
Construction
Services, Inc.

Kuhn, M, Lake
County Health
Depart ment

Gornman, D., |DOT

RECI PI ENT

Boice, R, U S. EPA
and Ratliff, G,

| EPA

Boice, R, U S. EPA
File

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

D kinis, J., Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Letter Forwarding Attached Response to U. S
EPA Conments on the Draft FS

Menmorandumre: Health R sk Technical Support

Center's Review Comments on the R

Conversation Record wR WIIlians (Col der)
re: Yeoman Creek Ventilation System

Letter re: Weston's Revi ew of the Sedinent
Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Charts

Letter re: Relocation of Site Security Fence
Menorandumre: Techni cal Support Section's
Comrent s on the Septenber 1994 FS

Letter re: the Proposed Fence Rel ocation and
revised Installation Procedure

Letter re: Risk Assessnent of

Pent achl or ophenol in G oundwat er

Letter re: KCSMC s Review Comments of the FS

Letter re: LCHD s Review of Chapter 6 of the

Ri

Letter re: Fence Construction at Terrace
Nur si ng Hone

Letter re: LCHD s Review Corments on the FS

Letter re: Qutput Files of the Hydraulic
Anal ysis w Attachnent

PACGES

19

10



150

151

152

153

154

155

156

157

158

159

160

161

162

163

DATE

10/ 11/ 94

10/ 14/ 95

10/ 17/ 94

10/ 17/ 94

10/ 19/ 94

10/ 20/ 94

10/ 20/ 94

10/ 21/ 94

10/ 21/ 94

10/ 24/ 94

10/ 25/ 94

10/ 27/ 94

11/ 00/ 94

11/ 02/ 94

AUTHCR

Durkin, W, Cty of
Waukegan

Patel, O, Roy F.
Weston, | nc.

Ratliff, G, |EPA
U S. EPA

Hashim, A, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.
Jereb, G, |DOT
Ratliff, G, |EPA
Hashim, A, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Patel, O, Roy F.
Weston, |nc.

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Col der Construction

Servi ces, Inc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

RECI PI ENT

Boice, R,

Boice, R,

Boi ce, R,

Respondent s

Boice, R,

Boi ce, R,

Boice, R,

Boice, R,

Boi ce, R,

File

File

Willianms, R, Colder

Associ at es,

usS. EPA

Willianms, R, Colder

Associ at es,

U

U.

U

I nc.

I nc.

EPA

EPA

EPA

EPA

EPA

EPA

EPA

EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Letter re: Citizen's Concerns with the Site
Remedy Sel ection

Letter re: Wston's Review Comments on the
Sept enber 1994 FS w Attachnent
Letter re: |EPA s Review of the Revised FS

Second Anendnent to the Adm nistrative Oder
by Consent

FAX Transmi ssion re: Requested Cal cul ations
Fl oodpl ai n Anal ysi s
Letter re: |DOI's Review Comments on the FS

Letter re: |EPA;'s Commrents on the Suppl erment
to the R

FAX Transm ssion re: Questions About
Fl oodpl ai n Anal ysi s

Letter re: Results of Monthly Mnitoring of
the Basenents North of the Landfill

Conversation Record w Don G nbel (IEPA) re:
| DOT Fl oodway Regul ati ons

Conversation Record w John Tak re:
Applicability of the Detention Requirenents
in the LCSWMC O di nance

Letter re: U S. EPA s Comrents and
Di sapproval of the Septenber 1994 Version of
FS

Quarterly Inspection Report: Air Exchange and
Ventilation Systemfor 1401-1451 Golf Road
Bui l ding (July - Septenber 1994)

Letter re: (1) Proposed Design Revisions to
Meet the 100 ppm Criteria for Conbustible
Gases at 1451 CGolf Road; (2) Automatic Warning
Systens; and (3) Submittal of a Design
Docunment for a Ventilation Systemat 1615

Gol f Road; w Attachnents

PACGES

28

16

30



164

165

166

167

168

169

170

171

172

173

174

175

DATE

11/ 11/ 94

11/ 16/ 94

11/ 16/ 94

11/ 21/ 94

11/ 21/ 94

11/ 30/ 94

12/ 00/ 94

12/ 05/ 94

12/ 08/ 94

12/ 08/ 94

12/ 10/ 94

12/ 12/ 94

AUTHCR

Tal bert, P., Foley &
Lar dner

Willianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Hashim, A, and
D kinis, J., Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Keller, L., Qutboard
Mari ne Corporation

Patel, O, Roy F.
Weston, Inc.

Sackett, J., Jeff

Col der Associ at es,
I nc.

Bowran, J., Ross &
Har di es

Ratliff, G, IEPA

Schuenenan, J.,
Coral International

Wlliams, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Diver, J., Jeff
Di ver G oup Yeonan
Creek Committee

RECI PI ENT

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Ratliff, G,
| EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Ratliff, G,
| EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

U S. EPAIEPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Hashim, A, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Boice, R, EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Ratliff, G,
| EPA

Boice, E, US EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Letter re: Dexter Corporations Response to
U S EPA s 104(e) Request for Suppl enental
I nf or mati on

Letter re: Generic Plan to Stockpile Soil

Letter re: Colder's Response to U.S. EPA' s

Novenber 2, 1994 Letter Concerning: (1)

Anbi ent Air Readings at 1451 Wst Golf Road;

(2) the Automatic Dialer Located in the Fan /
Thermal Conditioner Building; and (3) Anmbient
Air Readings at 1615 Gol f Road

Letter re: OMC s Response to U S. EPA' s
104(e) Request for Supplenental |nfornation
w Att achment s

Letter re: Results of Monthly Mnitoring of
the Basenents North of Yeoman Creek Landfill

Letter Forwarding Signed Agreement with
Terrace Nursing Hone re: No Digging in
Back yard

Feasibility Study

Letter re: Westvaco's Response to U S. EPA' s
104(3) Request w Attachnent

Letter Forwarding Attached | EPA August 10,
1994 Menorandumre: G oundwater |nformation
Excerpted fromthe Remedial |nvestigation
Report

Letter re: C's Response to U S. EPA's Second
104(e) Informati on Request w Attachment

Letter Forwardi ng Attached Changed Pages for
the FS

Letter re: Yeoman Oreek Committee's Response
to U S EPAs Supplenent to the Draft R

PACGES

11

44

10

506

11



176

177

178

179

180

181

182

183

184

185

186

187

188

189

DATE

12/ 13/ 94

12/ 15/ 94

12/ 19/ 94

12/ 21/ 94

12/ 21/ 94

12/ 23/ 94

12/ 30/ 94

01/ 00/ 95

01/ 03/ 95

01/ 03/ 95

01/ 10/ 95

01/1/95

01/17/ 95

01/18/ 95

AUTHCR

Durkin, W, Cty of
Waukegan; et al.

Meyer, D., City of

Kl eiman, J., US.
EPA

Patel, O, Roy F.
Weston, |nc.

Patel, O, Roy F.
Weston, |nc.
Geensley, J., US
EPA

Meyer, D., U S EPA

Col der Associ at es,
I nc.

Col der Construction

Services, Inc.

Tuggle, B., US.
DA / Fi sh and
Wldlife Service

Bl ei wei ss, S.,
McDernmott, WIIl &
Enery

Boice, R, U S EPA

Jereb, G, |DOT

Wlliams, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

RECI PI ENT

Boice, R, U S. EPA
et al.

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

UusS. EPA

U S EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Wllianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Boice, R, US. EPA
Boice, R, US. EPA

and Ratliff, G,
| EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Letter re: Renedial Alternatives

Menorandumre: Air Toxics and Radi ation
Branch's Comments on the FS

Mermor andumre: RCRA's Review of the FS,
Proposed Pl an, and Record of Decision for
ARARs

Letter re: Colder's Quarterly Inspection
Report for the Air Exchange and Ventil ation
System

Letter re: Results of Monthly Mnitoring of
the Basenents North of Yeoman Creek Landfill

Mermor andumre: PCB Control Section's Conments
on the Draft FS, Draft Proposed Plan, and
Draft Record of Decision

Mermorandumre: Air Action Levels w Attachment

Mont hly Progress Reports for June 1994
t hrough Decenber 1994

Quarterly Inspection Report: Air Exchange and
Ventilation Systemfor 1401-1451 West Col f
Road Bui | di ng (Cctober - Decenber 1994)

Letter re: U S DA's Comrents on the Draft
FS, Draft Proposed Plan, and the Draft Record
of Decision w Attachments

Letter Forwarding Attached Deposition
Transcript of WIIliam Shul ski in the Yeoman
Creek/ Edwards Field Private Cost Recovery /
Contribution Lawsuit

Letter re: a "Ceneric Plan to Stockpile Soil"
Letter re: |DOI's Review Comments on the

Draft FS w Attachnents

Letter re: Leachate Collection System

PACGES

53

42

21

35



190

191

192

193

194

195

196

197

198

199

200

201

202

DATE

01/ 25/ 94

02/ 00/ 95

02/ 00/ 95

02/ 00/ 95

02/ 00/ 95

02/ 00/ 95

02/ 01/ 95

02/ 15/ 95

02/ 27/ 95

03/ 00/ 95

03/ 00/ 95

03/ 10/ 95

03/ 22/ 95

AUTHOR
Patel, O, Roy F.

Weston, Inc.

Col der Associ at es,
I nc.

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

usS. EPA

Patel, O, Roy F.
Weston, |nc.

Boice, R, US. EPA
Patel, O, Roy F.
Weston, Inc.

Col der Associ at es

Col der Associ at es,
I nc.

Wlliams, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Hashim, A, Colder
Construction
Services, Inc.

RECI PI ENT

Boice, R, U S EPA

usS. EPA

U S. EPAIEPA

U S EPA| EPA

U S EPA| EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Wlliams, R, Colder

Associ ates, Inc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

UusS. EPA

U S EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Letter re: Colder's Quarterly Inspection
Report for the Air Exchange and Ventil ation

System

Mont hly Progress Report for January 1995

Rl Report: Volune 1 of 3 (Text,

Fi gur es)

R Report: Volume 2 of 3 (Appendices A-E)

R Report: Volune 3 of 3 (Appendices F-H)

Suppl enent to the R Report w Attachnments

Letter re: Wston's Review coments for the
Decenber 1994 FS Report

Letter Forwardi ng Attached February 1995
Suppl enent to the FS Report

Letter re: Results of Monthly Mnitoring of
the Basenents North of Yeoman Creek Landfill

Fl oodpl ain / Fl oodway Study w Attached March

29, 1995 Cover Letter

Mont hly Progress Report for February 1995

Letter re: GColder's Responses to U. S. EPA' s
Decenber 22, 1994 Comments on the FS

w At tachnent s

Letter re: Report of the March 15, 1995 Fi nal
I nspection of the Air Exchange and
Ventilation Systemat 1401-1451 West ol f

Road Bui | di ng

Tabl es and

PACGES

10

227

576

398

75

58

636

28



203

204

205

DATE

03/ 23/ 95

03/ 29/ 95

03/ 31/ 95

AUTHOR

Boice, R, U S EPA
Patel, O, Roy F.
Weston, |nc.

Boice, R, US. EPA

RECI PI ENT

Willianms, R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

File

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Letter re: Results of the March 15, 1995
Final Inspection of the Ventilation System

Letter re: Results of Monthly Mnitoring of
the Basenents North of Yeoman Creek Landfill

Menmorandumre: Cost of Of Site D sposal to
Comply with | SCA

PACGES



10

11

DATE

10/ 13/ 89

06/ 27/ 89

07/ 20/ 89

08/ 07/ 89

11/ 15/ 90

12/ 03/ 90

08/ 00/ 91

08/ 20/ 91

09/ 00/ 91

09/ 09/ 91

09/ 16/ 91

U S. EPA ADM N STRATI VE RECORD
YEOVAN CREEK LANDFI LL SI TE

AUTHOR

Rom ne, K.,
Browni ng- Ferris
I ndustries

Maher, M, MKenna
Storer, Rowe, Wite
& Farrug

Qilley, R,
Browni ng-Ferris
I ndustries

Fi shman, D., Abbott
Laborat ori es

Kroop, R, City of
Waukegan

Kl ei ner, M and
Test, F., Weston

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Patterson R,
Col der Associ ates
I nc.

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, U.S.

Mller, J., Colder
Associ ates | nc.

WAUKEGAN, ILLINOS
UPDATE #1
08/ 11/93

RECI Pl ENT

Bohlen, C., U S EPA

Bohlen, C., U S EPA

Bohlen, C., U S EPA

Bohlen, C., U S EPA

Bryant, E., U S. EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

U S. EPA and | EPA

Boice R, US EPA

U S. EPA and | EPA

EPA File

Boice, R, U S EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Browni ng-Ferris Industries Response to 104
(e) Informati on Request Dated February 7,
1989

WIliam Shul ski's Response to 104(e)

I nformati on Request Dated June 6, 1989

Browni ng-Ferris Industries' Response to 104
(e) Informati on Request Received June 19,
1989

Abbott Laboratories' Response to Request for
informati on Dated June 14, 1989

Gty of Waukegan's Response to the July 13,
1990 Request for Information

Construction Oversight Summary for Security
Fence Installation

Mont hly Progress Report for July 1991

Letter re: QGass Fire

Mont hly Progress Report for August 1991

Conversation Record re: the Biota Study and
Wt | ands Delineation (with J. MIller, Colder
Associ at es)

Letter re: the Wetland and Biota
I nvestigation

PAGES

18

25

28



12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

DATE

10/ 00/ 91

10/ 31/ 91

11/ 00/ 91

11/20/ 91

12/ 00/ 91

00/ 00/ 92

01/03/92

01/ 15/ 92

01/17/92

01/ 17/ 92

01/ 24/ 92

01/ 27/ 92

01/ 28/ 92

AUTHCR

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US EPA File

Patterson R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Patel, O and Test,
F., Weston

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Carter, J., IEPA
Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Test, F., Weston
Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es

I nc.

Boice, R, U S EPA
Patel, O and Test,

F., Weston

Patel, O and Test
F., Weston

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es

Patel, O and Test
F., Weston

RECI PI ENT

U S. EPA and | EPA

U. S. EPA and | EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

U S EPA and | EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

U S. EPA and | EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice R, US. EPA
and Carter, J., |EPA

File

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US EPA
2-19, 1991

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Carter, J., |EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Mont hly Progress for Septenber 1991

Conversation Record re: Tel ephone
Conversation wi th John Zygokost as

Mont hly Progress Report for Cctober 1991

Oversight of Rl Field Wrk Report, Cctober
2-4, 1991

Mont hly Progress Report for Novenber 1991

| EPA's Comments on the Ecol ogi cal Assessnent

Mont hly Progress Report for Decenber 1991

Oversight of the Rl Field Wrk Report, Cctober

1991 - Novenber 1, 1991

Letter Report Summari zing the Procedures Used

to Delineate Water
Conversation Record re: Results of the
Landfill Delineation Wrk

Oversight of R Field Wrk Report, Novenber
4-30, 1991

Oversight of R Field Wrk Report, Decenber

Letter re: Possible Changes to the SOP

Weston's Comments on the Waste Delineation
Report

PACGES

21

36

28

15



26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

DATE

02/ 00/ 92

02/ 03/ 92

02/ 11/ 92

02/ 13/ 92

02/ 18/ 92

02/ 28/ 92

03/ 00/ 92

03/10/ 92

03/11/92

04/ 00/ 92

04/ 00/ 92

04/ 01/ 92

AUTHCR

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Carter, J., |EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Carter, J., |EPA

Patterson, R, and
Mller, J., Colder
Associ ates I nc.

Patel, O and Test,
F., Weston

Patterson R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Patterson R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

RECI PI ENT

U S. EPA and | EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Assoc. and
Bl ei wei ss, S.,
McDernott. ..

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

U S EPA and | EPA

File

Boice, R, US EPA

U S EPA and | EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Mont hly Progress Report for January 1992

Facsimle re: Locations for the Gas Probes

Letter re: Results of the Landfill

Del i neation and the Proposed Rel ocations of
Leachate Wl ls, Mnitoring Wlls and Gas

Pr obes

| EPA' s Comment s
I nvestigation

on the Waste Delineation

Letter re: Location of a Second Bedrock Wl |l

Oversight of R Field Wrk Report, January
6-31, 1992

Mont hly Progress Report for February 1992

Conversation Record re: Location of the
Northern OFf-Site Well Custer (with R WII-
ians, Col der Associ ates

Letter re: Location for Second Downgradi ent
Monitoring Wll Custer

Mont hly Progress Report for April 1992

Mont hly Progress Report for March 1992

Letter re: Mnitoring Wll Installation
Procedur es

PACGES

49

25



38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

DATE

04/ 02/ 92

04/ 06/ 92

02/ 22/ 92

05/ 00/ 92

05/ 12/ 92

05/ 12/ 92

05/ 15/ 92

05/ 18/ 92

05/ 18/ 92

05/ 21/ 92

05/ 22/ 92

05/ 27/ 92

05/ 29/ 92

05/ 29/ 92

AUTHOR

Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Patel, O, Wston

Patel, O, Wston

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

UusS. EPA

Patterson, R and
Mller, J., Colder
Associ ates I nc.

N edergang, N, U S

EPA

Patel, O, Wston

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

RECI PI ENT

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

U S EPA and | EPA

File

File

File

Boice, R, U S EPA
and Carter, J., |EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Carter, J., EPA

File

File

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Letter re: Revising R/FS Schedul e Once
Property Access is Provided

Oversight of Rl Field Wrk Report, February
3-28, 1992

Oversight of R
2-13, 1992

Field Wrk Report, March

Mont hly Progress Report for May 1992

Conversation Record re: (ol der Associ ates'
Progress (with J. MIler, Colder Associates)

Conversation Record re: Oversight of the R
(with O Patel, Wston)

Conversation Report re: Weston's Oversight
Report (with J. MIler, Colder Associates)

Determ nation of Volatile Organi c Conpounds

By Carbon Ml ecul ar Sieve Absorption and GV M5

Letter re: Results of the Suppl enental Waste
Del i neation | nvestigation

Letter re: Revised Schedul e

Oversight of Rl Field Wrk Report, My 18
19, 1992

Letter re: Investigating Waste in Of
Site Areas, Wth Attachnents

Conversation Record re: Discussion of
Comment s on the Ecol ogi cal Assessnent Report
(wWith E. Helnmer, U S. EPA)

Conversation Record re: Review of Ecol ogi cal
Assessment (with M Kuhn, LCHD)

PACGES

79

45

12

10



52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

DATE

05/ 29/ 92

05/ 30/ 92

06/ 02/ 92

06/ 08/ 92

06/ 10/ 92

06/ 16/ 92

06/ 16/ 92

06/ 17/ 92

06/ 17/ 92

06/ 24/ 92

06/ 24/ 92

06/ 25/ 92

AUTHOR

Helmer, E., US. EPA
Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es

I nc.

Kuhn, M, Lake
County Health

Depart nent

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice R, U S EPA

Carter, J., |EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

MIller, J. and
Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

RECI PI ENT

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Carter, J., |EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Patterson, R and
Mller, J., Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

File

Boice, R, U S EPA

File

File

Boice, R, U S EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

U S. EPA Technical Support Section's Review
of the Ecol ogi cal Assessnent

Letter re: Revised SOP for Analysis of PCBs
i n LNAPL

LCHD s Review of the Ecol ogi cal Assessnent
Report

U S. EPA and | EPA's Revi ew of the Ecol ogi cal
Assessnent Report

Attachrment for the Ecol ogi cal Assessment
Report - "Regional Guidance for Conducting E-
Ecol ogi cal Assessnents,"” Draft

Conversation Record re: Permssion for Access
for the Last Monitoring Wll duster (with J.
MIller and R Patterson, Colder Associates)

Letter re: June 10, 1992 Tel ephone
Conversation on Scheduling of the Anbient Ar
Sur vey

Conversation Record re: Anbient Air Sanpling
for Landfill Gas Enmissions (with G Prince
and A. Smth, ERT)

Conversation Record re: Health and Safety
Training for Wrrkers (with A Bauman, U S
EPA and R Patterson, Col der Associ ates)

| EPA's Comments Pertaining to the Results of
the Suppl emental Waste Delineation
I nvestigation

Letter re: the WAste Delineation and Proposed
Fence Location

Letter re: U S. EPA Letter Dated May 21, 1992
Concerning the Schedul e and Possi bl e
Techni cal Deviations Fromthe Procedures

PACGES

10



64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

75

76

DATE

06/ 25/ 92

06/ 26/ 92

07/ 00/ 92

07/ 00/ 92

07/ 01/ 92

07/ 01/ 92

07/ 07/ 92

07/ 15/ 92

07/ 15/ 92

07/ 16/ 92

07/ 20/ 92

07/ 20/ 92

07/ 23/ 92

AUTHCR

Schupp, G, US. EPA

Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

| DPM

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

MIller, J. and
Patterson R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US. EPA
Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es

I nc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice. R, U S EPA

Traub, J., US. EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

RECI PI ENT
Karl, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Interim

U S. EPA and | EPA

Patterson R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Carter, J., |EPA

File

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Carter, J., |EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Fabi nski, L., ATSDR

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Carter, J., |EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Revi ew of the First Revision SOP for the QAPP
Letter re: Two Proposed Modifications to the
R /FS Wrk Pl an

Prelimnary Public Health Assessnent

Mont hly Progress Report for June 1992

Letter re: Use of the G undfos Punp

U S. EPA's Review of the Proposed Suppl enent
to the RI/FS Wrk Pl an

Letter re: Fence Construction

Conversation Record re: Water Well Survey
Letter re: Revised Standard Operating
Procedures (SOPs)

US EPAs Review of the Letter Dated July 7,

Letter re: RPMs Review of the Interim
Prelimnary Heal th Assessnent

U S. EPA's Review of the Proposed Schedul e
Revi sions for the RI/FS

Letter re: Proposed Mddification to the
G oundwat er Sanpling Procedure

PACGES

49

13

30



77

78

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

87

DATE

07/ 27/ 92

07/ 27/ 92

07/ 30/ 92

08/ 00/ 92

08/ 03/ 92

08/ 05/ 92

08/ 07/ 92

08/ 07/ 92

08/ 18/ 92

08/ 24/ 92

08/ 27/ 92

AUTHCR

Boice, R, U S EPA

Mller, J. et al.,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Traub, J., US. EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

RECI PI ENT
Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Carter, J., |EPA

File

U S EPA and | EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Carter, J., |EPA

File

File

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Carter, J., |EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Letter Responding to the June 1992 Monthly
Progress Report, the InterimPrelimnary
Heal th Assessnent, and the Techni cal

Memor andum for the Water Supply Well Survey

Revi sed Ecol ogi cal Assessnent Report

Conversation Record re: Leachate Wl
Sampling (with R Patterson, Col der
Associ at es)

Monthly Progress Report for July 1992

Letter Confirm ng Tel ephone Conversation on
July 29, and 30, 1992

Letter re: Changes Made to the Revised
Schedul e

Conversation Record re: Landfill Gas
Monitoring in February (with T. Pritchett,

ERT)

Conversation Record re: the Proposed Schedul e
(with R Patterson and J. MIler, Colder
Associ at es)

Response to U S. EPA's Letter Dated July 27,
1992

Letter re: Approval of Revised Schedul e

Letter re: Proposed Schedul e and Procedures,
Al ong Wth Comrents on the Revised Ecol ogi cal
Assessnment Report Wth Attachnents

PACGES

122

33

[En



DOC#  DATE

88 08/27/92

89  09/00/92

90 09/01/92

91 09/18/92

92  09/23/92

93 09/24/92

94  09/29/92

95 09/30/92

96  09/30/92

97 10/ 00/92

98 10/05/92

99 99/05/92

100 10/05/92

AUTHOR
Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Patel, O, Wston

Boice, R, U S EPA

Traub, J., U S EPA

Patel, O, Wston

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, U S EPA
Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,

Col der Associ ates

I nc.

Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es

I nc.

Boice R, U S EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

RECI PI ENT

Boice, R, U S EPA

U S EPA and | EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

File

Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es

I nc.

Boice, R, U S. EPA
Boice, R, US. EPA

and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

File

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

U S. EPA and | EPA

File

File

File

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Letter re: Scheduling of Landfill Gas
Scr eeni ng

Mont hly Progress Report for August 1992

Oversight of Rl Field Wrk Report, June 8
30, 1992

Conversation Record re: Delay in Sending Cut
Letters for the Basenent Monitoring (with R
Parson, Gty of Waukegan)

Letter re: Conducting the Initial Phase of
Basenent/ Grawl Space Monitoring for Landfill
Gases As Soon As Possible

Oversight of R Field Wrk Report, July 1992

RI/FS Wrk Pl an Addendum for SUW Assessnent

Conversation Record re: C4d Readings (with A

Hashim and R Patterson, Colder Associ ates)

Prelimnary Screening for Ecotoxicol ogical
R sks, Draft

Mont hly Progress Report for Septenber 1992

Conversation Record re: C4d Readings (with A

Hashi m, Gol der Associ ates)

Conversation Record re: Report of the
Landfill Gas (with Lt. M| ewski, \Waukegan
Fire Dept.)

Conversation Record re: Reported Levels of
Landfill Gas (with R N ckle, ATSDR)

PACGES

28

51

116

35

33



101

102

103

104

105

106

107

108

109

110

111

112

113

DATE

10/ 06/ 92

10/ 06/ 92

10/ 06/ 92

10/ 06/ 92

10/ 07/ 92

10/ 07/ 92

10/ 07/ 92

10/ 13/ 92

10/ 13/ 92

10/ 14/ 92

10/ 20/ 92

10/ 20/ 92

10/ 27/ 92

AUTHCR

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Patel, O, Wston

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Patel, O, Wston

Boice, R, U S EPA

Bl ei wei ss, S.,
McDernot, WII &
Emery

Patel, O Wston

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

| EPA

RECI PI ENT

File

File

File

Boice, R, U S EPA

File

File

File

Boice, R, US. EPA

File

Hersh, S., U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Conversation Record re: ATSDR s
Reconmendations (with R Parson and Mayor
Paravoni an, Cty of Waukegan)

Conversation Record re: Basenent Landfill Gas
Monitoring (wwith A. Hashim and R Patterson,
Gol der Associ at es)

Conversation Record re: darification of
ATSDR s Evaluation of the Landfill Gas (with
R N ckle, ATSDR)

Oversight of R Field Wrk Logbook Sheets
Cct ober 2, 1992

Conversation Record re: Basenent Landfill Gas
Monitoring (with O Patel, \Wston)

Conversation Record re: Conference Call
Concer ni ng Basenent Gas Monitoring

Conversation Record re: Response and
Monitoring for Landfill Gases in Basenents
(with T. Pritchett, ERT, R Parson, Cty of
Waukegan and R Patterson & A Hashim,

Gol der Associ at es)

Conversation Record re: Conference Call
Concerning the Basement Gas Monitoring

Letter re: Summary of Basenent |nfornation

Conversation Record re: Renediation of
Landfill Gas Entry (with T. Pritchett, ERT)

Letter re: the PRP Committee's Proposal to
Add Traps to Basement Sunps

Oversight of R Field Wrk Report, August
1992

Letter re: the Submittals Schedul e

PACGES

26



114

115

116

117

118

119

120

121

122

123

124

DATE

10/ 27/ 92

10/ 29/ 92

10/ 29/ 92

10/ 29/ 92

10/ 30/ 92

11/ 00/ 92

11/ 02/ 92

11/ 03/ 92

11/ 04/ 92

11/ 04/ 92

11/ 17/ 92

AUTHCR

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US EPA

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US EPA

RECI PI ENT

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

File

Boice, R, U S EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

File

U S. EPA and | EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

File

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

File

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Techni cal Menorandum for Reduced Paraneter
Li st

Conversation Record re: Renedial Action in
Response to Landfill Gas in Basenent (with A
Baunman, U.S. EPA and A Hashim, Col der
Associ at es)

Letter re: Basenent Sunp Renedial Action Plan

Revi sed Techni cal Menorandum for the Water
Supply Vell Survey

Conversation Record re: Reduced Paraneter
List (with Gol der Associated and | EPA)

Mont hly Progress Report for Cctober 1992

Letter re: the Reduced Paraneter List
Techni cal Menorandum

Letter re: the Basenent Sunp Remedi al Action
Pl an

Conversation Record re: Installation of Traps
in Sunps (with R Patterson, Colder
Associ at es)

Letter re: Health and Safety Training for
Pl unber s

Conversation Record re: Additional Landfill
Gas Monitoring (with T. Pritchett, ERT)

PACGES

38

101

27



DOCH

125

126

127

128

129

130

131

132

133

134

135

136

DATE

11/ 19/ 92

11/ 25/ 92

12/ 00/ 92

12/ 01/ 92

12/ 04/ 92

12/ 08/ 92

12/ 09/ 92

12/ 11/ 92

12/ 14/ 92

12/ 15/ 92

12/ 15/ 92

12/ 15/ 92

AUTHCR

Boice, R, U S EPA

Patel, O, Wston

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

G aan, T., and Patchel,
O, Wston

Nussbaum S., | EPA

Hashim, A, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

RECI PI ENT
Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US EPA

U S. EPA and | EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

File

File

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

U S EPA s Comrents on the RI/FS Wrk Pl an
for additional Landfill Gas Monitoring and
the Prelimnary Screening For

Ecot oxi col ogi cal Ri sks

Oversight of R Field Wrk Report, Septenber
1992

Mont hly Progress Report for Novenber 1992

Revi sed Figure 1 for the Revised Technical
Menmor andum for the Water Supply Well Survey
Dat ed Cctober 29, 1992

Letter re: Additional Landfill Gas Monitoring

Meno re:  Concerns About the July 1992 Monthly

Progress Report

Conversation Record re: Additional Landfill
Gas Monitoring Wth Attachment (with R
Patterson, Gol der Associ ates)

Letter re: Installation of Traps to Prevent
the Inflow of Gas Through the Basenment Sunps

Weston' s Review of the Mgration Pat hway
Assessment Techni cal Menorandum and
Prelimnary Screening for Ecotoxicol ogical
Ri sks

| EPA's Comrents on the Prelimnary Screening
for Ecotoxicol ogi cal Risks

Letter re: Sedinment Sanpling

Letter re: the Mgration Pathway Assessnent
Techni cal Menorandum

PACGES

66

24



137

138

139

140

141

142

143

144

145

146

147

148

149

DATE

12/ 21/ 92

12/ 30/ 92

01/00/ 93

01/ 05/ 93

01/ 15/ 93

01/ 15/ 93

01/ 18/ 93

01/21/93

01/21/93

01/ 22/ 93

01/ 26/ 93

01/ 26/ 93

01/ 27/ 93

AUTHCR

Helnmer, E., U S EPA

Nussbaum S., |EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US. EPA

Patel, O, Wston

Patel, O, Wston

Hashim, A, and
Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Elly, C, US EPA

Elly, C, US EPA

Patel, O, Wston

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

Patel, O, Wston

RECI PI ENT

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

U S EPA and | EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
Boice, R, U S. EPA
Hashim, A, Col der
Associ ates, Inc.

Wlliams, R, Colder
Associ ates, |Inc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Comrents on the Prelimnary Screening for
Ecot oxi col ogi cal Ri sks Report

| EPA's Comments on the M gration Pathway
Assessment Techni cal Menorandum

Mont hly Progress Report for Decenber 1992

U S. EPA and | EPA's Responses to the

Techni cal Menorandum on the M gration Pat hway
Assessnent Dated Cctober 1992 and the
Prelimnary Screening for Ecotoxicol ogical

Ri sks Dated Septenber 1992

Oversight of Rl Field Wrk Report, Novenber
1992

Oversight of FI Field Wrk Report, Cctober
1992

Revi sed Addendum for Additional Landfill Gas
Moni t ori ng

Revi ew of CLP Data, Case # PRP 7637
(I'norgani c)

Revi ew of CLP Data, Case # PRP 7637 PRP (O ganic)

Oversight of Rl Field Wrk Report, Decenber
1992

Facsimle re: Additional Sanpling Points and
Transects

Letter re: Approval of Addendumto the RI/FS
Wrk Plan, Results of January 21, 1993
Meeting and Response to Letter Dated January
29, 1993

Letter re: Of-Site Mgration of Landfill -
Gas and Addendumto RI/FS Wrk Pl an

PACGES

22

83

64

22

87

18



150

151

152

153

154

155

156

157

158

159

DATE

01/ 29/ 93

02/ 00/ 93

02/ 04/ 93

01/ 04/ 93

02/ 08/ 93

02/ 08/ 93

02/ 10/ 93

02/ 10/ 93

02/ 17/ 93

10/ 17/ 93

AUTHCR

Hashim, A and
Williams. R, Colder
Associ ates, Inc.

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

Hashim, A, and
Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US. EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US. EPA

RECI PI ENT

Boice, R U S EPA
and Nussbaum S.,

| EPA

U S. EPA and | EPA

Willianms, R, Colder
Associ ates Inc.,

Boice, R, US EPA

File

Boice, R, U S EPA

File

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Letter re: Proposed Source Characterization
Techni cal Menorandum

Mont hly Progress Report for January 1993

Letter re: Approval of the RI/FS Wrk Pl an
Addendum for Additional Landfill Gas
Monitoring, Along Wth a Response to the
Letter Dated January 29, 1993

Letter re: Sunp Punp Vent Installations

Conversation Record re: Proposed Changes to
the Landfill Gas Sanmpling Procedures (with R
Patterson, A Hashim and M Dal ey, Colder
Associ at es)

Letter re: Mdification of Land Gas Probe
Sanpl i ng Pl an

Conversation Record re: the Steering
Conmittee's Actions Concerning the Landfill
Gas (with R Patterson and A Hashim, Golder
Associ at es)

Letter re: Mdifications to the Paraneter
List for the Third Round G oundwater Sanpling
Event, with Analytical Results for the Second
Round of G oundwater Sanpling

Letter re: Additional Transects for Landfill
Gas I nvestigation

Letter re: Carification of Data Reporting
Requi renents and Request for Information on
Data Ceneration and Validation

PACGES

49

30



160

161

162

163

164

165

166

167

168

169

170

DATE

02/ 19/ 93

02/ 19/ 93

02/ 23/ 93

02/ 23/ 93

02/ 25/ 93

03/ 00/ 93

03/ 00/ 93

03/ 00/ 93

03/ 00/ 93

03/ 00/ 93

03/ 23/ 93

AUTHCR

Boice, R, U S EPA

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Nussbaum S., |EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Hashim, A et al.,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Hashim, A et al.,
Col der Associ ates
I nc.

Hashim, A et al.,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Hashim, A et al.,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Hashim, A, Colder
Associ ates | nc.

RECI PI ENT

File

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

U S EPA an | EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S. ,
| EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Conversation Record re: Request for Reduced
Paraneter List (with A Hashim and R
Patterson, Gol der Associ ates)

Techni cal Menorandum for Feasi bl e Renedi al
Technol ogi es

Letter re: Paraneter List Reduction Request
for the Third G oundwater Sanpling Event

Techni cal Menorandum for the Sunp Assessnent

| EPA's Comments to the Mddifications to the
Paraneter List for the Third Round G ound
Wat er Sanpl i ng Event

Mont hly Progress Report for February 1993

Techni cal Menorandum for Source
Characterization, Volume | of |V (Text,
Tabl es and Fi gures)

Techni cal Menorandum for Source
Characterization, Volunme Il of IV (Appendices
A through E)

Techni cal Menorandum for Source
Characterization, Volume 111 of IV (Appendix
F)

Techni cal Menorandum for Source
Characterization, Volunme IV of |V (Appendi ces
G and H

Letter re: Additional Gas Mnitoring Schedul e

PACGES

17

83

258

598

638

64



171

172

173

174

175

176

177

178

179

180

181

DATE

03/ 23/ 93

03/ 23/ 93

03/ 24/ 93

03/ 24/ 93

03/ 24/ 93

04/ 00/ 93

04/ 00/ 93

04/ 02/ 93

04/ 05/ 93

04/ 13/ 93

04/ 16/ 93

AUTHCR

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US EPA

Hashim, A et al.,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US. EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

Hashim, A and
Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Patel, O, Wston

RECI PI ENT

Boice, R, US. EPA
and Nussbaum S.,
| EPA

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, US EPA

Boice, R, US. EPA

U S. EPA and | EPA

U S. EPA and | EPA

File

File

Boice, R, U.S.
and Nussbaum | EPA

Boice, R, U S EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Letter re:
Wat er and Sedi nent

Sanpl es Col | ected

Letter re:
Landfill Gas Entry

Reduced Paraneter List for

Sur f ace

Sanpl es, with Anal ytical
Results for Surface Water and Sedi nent

in Previous Rounds

Respondents Attenpt to Address the

Letter in Response to U S. EPA Letter Dated
re: Goundwater Analytical
Data and Data Validation Results

February 17, 1993

Letter re: Analyt
Round G oundwat er

Letter re:
G oundwat er Dat a

ical Results for Second

Sanpl i ng Event

Mont hly Progress Report for March 1993

Techni cal Menorand
M grati on Pat hway

Conver sation Record re:

um for Prelimnary
Scr eeni ng, Revi sed

Reduction in

U. S. EPA Validation of First Round

Paranmeters for the Third Round of G ound

Water Sanpling (with A Hashinm,

Associ ates and S.

Conver si on Record

Nussbaum | EPA)

re: Data Validation

Col der

Addressed in 3/24/93 Letter (with A Hashim

and R Patterson,

EPA Letter re:
Wat er and Sedi nent

CGol der Asscoci at es)

Reduced Paraneter List for

Sanpl es

Weston' s Revi ew Comments on the Source
Characterization Techni cal Menorandum

Sur f ace

PACGES

37

37

13



Nussbaum S.,

Boice, R, U S EPA

File

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

Boice, R, U S EPA

File

Patterson, R,
Col der Associ at es
I nc.

| EPA's Comments on the Source
Characterization Techni cal Menorandum

Conversation Record re: Basenment Mnitoring
Results (with A Hashim and R Patterson,
Gol der Associ at es)

Letter re: U 'S EPA and | EPA's Approval of
Source Characterization Techni cal Menorandum
and Conmments for Quidance in Preparing Future
Docunent s

Weston' s Review Corments on the Mgration
Pat hway Assessnent and Feasi bl e Renedi al
Technol ogi es Techni cal Menor anduns

Conversation Record re: Landfill Gas Probl em
(with A Hashini, Golder Associ ates)

Menorandumre: U S EPA's Comments on the
Sunmp Assessnent Techni cal Menorandum Dat ed
February 1993, the Feasibl e Renedi al
Technol ogi es Techni cal Menorandum and the
Prelimnary Pathway Screening Techni cal
Menmor andum



10

11

DATE

00/ 00/ 83

00/ 00/ 84

06/ 26/ 85

00/ 00/ 86

04/ 00/ 86

00/ 00/ 88

10/ 11/ 88

00/ 00/ 89

02/ 00/ 91

05/ 00/ 91

07/ 00/ 92

AUTHCR

Barten, C. and
Tr abal ka, J.

Ki mbrough, R, et

al .

U S. EPA/ Versar Inc.

U S. EPA OARS

U S. EPA CRD

Travis, C. and Aras,
A

Federal Register

Paust enbach, D.

U S. EPA CRD

U S. EPA CRD

U S. EPA OSW

RECI PI ENT

U sS. EPA

usS. EPA

usS. EPA

UusS. EPA

UusS. EPA

UusS. EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Journal Article: "Evaluation of Mdels for
Predi cting Terrestrial Food Chai n Behavior of
Xenobi otics" (Environ. Sci. Technol.)

Journal Article: "Health Inplications of 2,
2,7, 8-Tetrachl orodi benzodi oxi n (TCDD) Cont -
am nation of Residential Soil" (Journal of
Toxi col ogy and Environnental Health)

Excerpts From Exposure Assessment for

Pol ychl ori nat ed Bi phenyls (PCBs),

Pol ychl ori nat ed D benzof urans (PCDFs), and
Pol ychl ori nat ed Di benzodi oxi ns ( PCDDs)

Rel eased During Transformer Fire (Final
Report

Excerpts From Techni cal Support Docunent:
Land Applications and Distribution and
Mar keting of Sewage Sl udge

Hydr ol ogi ¢ Eval uation of Landfill Performance
(HELP) Model (Update)

Journal Article: "Bioconcentration of
O ganics in Beef, MIk, and Vegetation"
(Environ. Sci. Technol.)

U S. EPA Rules and Regul ations: Statistical
Met hods for Evaluating G ound Vater

Moni toring Data From Hazardous Waste
Facilities (Vol. 53, No. 196)

Excerpts From Journal Article: "D oxin in
Sl udge Used for M ne Recl anation”

Techni cal CQuidance: Radon Resi stant
Construction Techni ques for New Residenti al
Construction (EPA/ 625/2-91/032)

Sem nar Publication: Design and Construction
of RCRA / CERCLA Final Covers
(EPA/ 625/ 4- 91/ 025)

Statistical Analysis of Gound Water
Monitoring Data at RCRA Facilities (Addendum
to InterimFinal Cuidance

PACGES

47

237

29

47

203

143



12

13

14

15

16

17

DATE

01/ 00/ 93

07/ 30/ 93

09/ 00/ 93

09/ 99/ 93

09/ 01/ 93

00/ 00/ 94

AUTHCR

Safe, S.

Glbert, R, Batelle
Paci fi ¢ Nort hwest
Laborat ori es

U S. EPA AQPS

U S EPA ORD

Cump, K, I1QF
Kai ser

Safe, S

RECI PI ENT

Ransey, B.,
Systenatic
Management Servi ces,
I nc.

usS. EPA

U sS. EPA

U sS. EPA

TI TLE/ DESCRI PTI ON

Paper: " Pol ychl ori nated Bi phenyls (PCBs):
Envi ronnental | npact, Biohemi cal and Toxic
Responses and | nplications for R sk
Assessnent: (Texas A&M University)

Letter Report: Description of a Recormended
Process for |nplenentati on by Rocky Flats

Pl ant to Conpare Environmental Restoration
Site Analytical Results of Sanpled

Envi ronnental Media Obtained in Qperable
Units to Background Concentrations

Air/ Superfund National Technical Quidance
Study Series: Options for Devel opi ng and
Eval uating Mtigation Strategies for Indoor
Air Inmpacts at CERCLA Sites

Techni cal Quidance Docunent: Quality
Assurance and Quality Control for Waste
Contai nnent Facilities (EPA/ 600/ R-93/182)

Report: Eval uations of Recommendati ons by Dr.

Richard G| bert for Conparing Environnental
Restoration Site Results to Background
Concentrati ons

Journal Article: "Polychlorinated Bi phenyls

(PCBs): Environnental |npact, Biochem cal and

Toxi ¢ Responses, and Inplications fromR sk
Assessnent: (Critical Reviews in Toxicol ogy)

PACGES

135

43

167

326

19

63



